NEW PERSPECTIVES
IN AMERICAN POLITICS

f

National Political Science Review

Volume 1




NATIONAL POLITICAL SCIENCE REVIEW

EDITOR
Lucius J. Barker
Washington University

ASSOCIATE EDITOR

Michael Preston
University of Southern California

BOOK REVIEW EDITOR

' Paula D. McClain
School for Public Affairs
Arizona State University

EDITORIAL BOARD
Marguerite R. Barnett Mack Jones Robert Salisbury
University of Missouri,  Prairie View A&M Washington
St. Louis University University
Michael Combs Dennis Judd Elsie Scott

University of
Nebraska

William Crotty
Northwestern
University

William Daniels
Union College

Richard Fenno
University of
Rochester

Charles Hamilton
Columbia University

Mathew Holden, Jr.
University of
Virginia

University of Missouri,
St. Louis

E. Walter Miles
San Diego State
University

William Nelson
Ohio State
University

Dianne Pinderhughes
University of
Illinois

Jewel Prestage
Iowa University

Mitchell Rice
Louisiana State
University

National Organization of
Black Law Executives

Ron Walters
Howard
University

Hanes Walton
Savannah State
College

Susan Welch
University of
Nebraska

Linda Williams
Joint Center for
Political Studies

Ernest Wilson
University of
Michigan




TK

\Y Jq
V. |

NEW PERSPECTIVES
IN AMERICAN POLITICS

National Political Science Review

Volume 1

Lucius J. Barker, Edit))r

Transaction Publishers
New Brunswick (U.S.A.) and Oxford (U.K.)




Copyright © 1989 by Transaction Publishers.
New Brunswick, New Jersey 08903

All rights reserved under International and Pan-American Copyright Con,en-
tions. No part of this book may be reproduced or transmitted in any form or
by any means, electronic or mechanical, including photocopy, recording, or
any information storage and retrieval system, without prior permission in
writing from the publisher. All inquiries should be addressed to Transaction
Publishers, Rutgers—The State University, New Brunswick, New Jersey

08903.

ISSN: 0896-629-X

ISBN: 0-88738-744-6 (cloth)

ISBN: 0-88738-280-0 (paper)

Printed in the United States of America



CONTENTS

Editors NOte .. oottt i e e ettt e et ettt it e K]

Liberalism and Black Political Thought:
The Afro-American Dilemma
Stuart Alan Clarke .. ... ... i e e 5

Political Movements in American Politics:
An Essay on Concept and Analysis
Robert H. Salisbury ... ... . e 15

Civil Rights and Liberties in the Fiirst Term of the Rehnquist Court:
The Quest for Doctrines and Votes

Twiley W. Barker and Michael W. Combs . ................ .. .ocvivii... 31
Getting Out the Black Vote:

The Party Canvass and the Black Response

Michael A. Krassa .......... ... i 58

Second-Generation Educational Discrimination
and White Flight from Public Schools
Kenneth |. Meier, Joseph Stewart, Jr. and Robert E. England .................. 76

SYMPOSIUM I: The Iran-Contra Affair

Doin’ the Cincinnati or What Is There about the White House That Makes
Its Occupants Do Bad Things?
Theodore | Lowi ... ...t i i e e e e 91

The Iran-Contra Hearings and Executive Policymaking
Francis E. Rourke ............oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinanns 96

Congress on the Defensive:
An Hypothesis from the Iran-Contra Problem
Mathew Holden, Jr. ... .. i i i e e 100

The Iran-Contra Affair: Errant Globalism in Action
Ernest | Wilson, III . ......... ... .. iiuiiieininn... RNy, - (A 110

SYMPOSIUM II: Black Americans and the Constitution

Executive Authority, Constitutional Interpretation, and Civil Rxghts
Barbara Luck Graham . .................cccoviinenn.. T . N 114

Civil Rights and the Fragmentation of Government Power
Lawrence Baum .......... s ) 1 7 [N 121

The Constitution, the Supreme Court and Racism:
Compromises on the Way to Democracy
William . Daniels . ... ... . . . e 126




BOOK FORUM
Review Essays: Jesse Jackson and Presidential Politics

Black Presidential Strategies and Institutional Constraints:
William E. Nelsom, Jr. .. ..o 133

Jacksonian Democracy—Black Style:
Differing Perspectives
William Crofty ..ottt 143

Bibliographic Essays

The Current Literature on Black Politics
Hanes Walton, Jr. . ... 152

Similarities and Differences:
Reflections on Political Science Research on Women and Politics

Liane C. KOSAKI v v oot ettt ettt e 169

Chicano Politics in the 1980s and Beyond:
A Review of the Literature in the Decade of the Hispanics

JORM A GATCIA . ..ot 180

Indians and the Social Contract
Joyotpaul Chaudhuri ... ... ..o oot 190

Book Reviews

Whose Votes Count? Affirmative Action and Minority Voting Rights
reveiwed by Lorn S. FOSEEr ... ... ..ottt

Gender Justice
reviewed by Jilda Aliotta ....... ... 203




S

Editor’s Note

his first volume of the National Political Science Review (NPSR) represents

the culmination of many years of ideas, discussions, and planning. It also
represents an important step in the growth and development of the National
Conference Of Black Political Scientists (NCOBPS) as a professional scholarly
organization. For, at bottom, the central purpose of the NCOBPS, no less than
of similar organizations, is to facilitate scholarly research and communication
and further the environment in which this can be most effectively done.

Since our founding in 1971, the NCOBPS annual meetings have provided
the principal method through which our organization could promote such
scholarly information and exchange. And though over the years our individ-
ual members have contributed research to other professional reviews and
journals, the NPSR represents our goal to expand the traditional research
agenda by promoting the communication and dissemination of varied re-
search interests, methodologies, and ideas. This first volume—New Perspec-
tives in American Politics—reflects this objective. Our ultimate hope, of course,
is that this venture will lead to new information, insights, and findings that
add both to our basic knowledge as well as prove helpful in understanding
and dealing with important ongoing problems in our politics and society.

The contributions in the first volume suggest a bright future for the NPSR.
Articles include topics that focus on the first term of the Rehnquist court,
political movements in American politics, political party efforts to get out the
black vote, liberalism and black political thought, and second generation dis-
crimination. The issue also includes two symposia that focus on the Iran-
Contra affair and bicentennial assessments on black Americans and the Con-
stitution. Although articles on the Rehnquist court and political movements
were especially solicited for this first issue, they, too, were subject to peer
review screening before publication. A similar procedure was followed with
respect to contributions for the two symposia.

Starting a venture of this kind has not been easy, and there are many
persons to whom we owe many thanks. Clearly, the general membership of
the NCOBPS must be credited with providing the NPSR with the vision,
courage, and the support needed to launch a project that stands to benefit not
only NCOBPS members but the political science profession and the scholarly
community generally. Similarly, we appreciate the interest and supportive
environment provided by the Department of Political Science and the Faculty
of Arts and Sciences at Washington University—St. Louis. This environment
maximized the chances for the NPSR to get started on a fast track.
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4 New Perspectives in American Politics

In addition, our editorial staff and assistants have been indispensable in thi~
effort. Through her ingenuity and stamina, Paula D. McClain has pulll
together one of the most thorough and innovative book review sections that
can be found in any scholarly journal. And Michael Preston, as associate
editor, has provided me with steady counsel and willing assistance in under-
taking any task at hand, and there were many. My two graduate assistants,
Kevin Lyles and Robert Pultz, provided organizational and systematic help
that greatly facilitated the work of the NPSR. And in Molly Bunton, we were
fortunate to have a secretary who kept everything in tow, seeing that man-
uscripts were processed and deadlines met.

At bottom, however, our greatest appreciation goes to the authors whose
contributions appear in this volume as well as those whose submissions en-
larged our range of choices from which selections could be made. We also owe
a great debt to the many reviewers who invariably heeded our request to give
rather detailed comments on the various contributions and who somehow
managed to do so within reasonable time frames.

The book forum section merits special comment. In addition to traditional
book reviews, the section includes two review essays that allow authors to
place in perspective three recent publications on Jesse Jackson and presidential
politics. The section also includes four bibliographic essays that offer commen-
taries in the areas of black politics, women in politics, Chicano politics, and
politics of American Indians.

As we celebrate this first volume, our readers should know that the NPSR
hopes to become a major forum for the publication of scholarly research and
sincerely welcomes all contributions and suggestions.

Lucius J. Barker
Editor



Liberalism and Black Political Thought:
The Afro-American Dilemma

Stuart Alan Clarke

Yale University

The work of Jennifer Hochschild is used to locate an Afro-American dilemma that
exists within the gap that separates the formal guarantees made to individuals by
a liberal democratic society and the social and ideological conditions that allow
particular groups to sustain, concretize, and transmit group values. Defined as the
relationship between black Americans and American liberalism, this ‘gap’ is un-
derstood to have analytical, political, and ideological components. This essay
considers the task of contextualizing investigations of Afro-American political
thought in order to more clearly define (and perhaps redefine) the ideological
component of the relationship between black Americans and American liberalism.

: In her book, The New American Dilemma: Liberal Democracy and School De-
segregation (Hochschild, 1984), Jennifer Hochschild analyzes Gunnar Myr-
dal’s conception of the “American Dilemma.” Hochschild’s analysis adequately
addresses the problem that presents itself to (white) liberal policy makers, a
problem that she labels the new American dilemma. Although she also locates
what might be termed a second-order dilemma within this new American
dilemma, this second dilemma does not occupy much of her analytical atten-
tion.

This second-order dilemma involves a dynamic tension that sets important
tasks for students and practitioners of black American political thought. Be-
tween the formal political guarantees made to individuals by a liberal demo-
cratic society and the social and ideological conditions that allow particular
groups to sustain, concretize, and transmit group values lies a forest of prac-
tical and theoretical problems. Ultimately black thinkers will have to clear their
own paths through this forest. In this chapter I would like to suggest one
direction that these path-clearing efforts might take.

I begin by discusssing Professor Hochschild’s work for two reasons. First,
she helps us to focus on the practical significance of this second-order di-
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6 . New Perspectives in American Politics

lemma. Second, her work demonstrates how easily even well-intentioned
observers can elide issues that are of fundamental importance for black Amer;

icans.
American Dilemmas

Hochschild is primarily concerned with public policy, especially educational
policy. She wants to show how school desegregation can, in her words, “foster
excellence rather than exacerbating shoddiness” It is within this context that
she considers Myrdal'’s “American Dilemma.” She concludes that Myrdal was
wrong to characterize the coexistence of racism and liberal democracy as
anomalous. She believes that this characterization must give way to explana-
tions that assert the existence of a symbiotic relationship between racism and
liberal democracy.

Hochschild understands Myrdal to have insisted that the American di-
lemma was simply the failure of liberal democratic practices to coincide with
liberal democratic theory. For Hochschild, there are two claims implicit in this
argument. The first claim is that the standard practices and procedures of
American policymaking are adequate to the task of abolishing racism. The
second claim is that the (white) American people do, in fact, wish to abolish
racism. For Myrdal then, the American dilemma was only skin deep.

In contrast to the anomaly thesis, Hochschild poses a symbiosis thesis that
suggests that:

liberal democracy and racism in the United States are historically, even inherently
reinforcing; American society as we know it exists only because of its foundation in
racially based slavery, and it thrives only because racial discrimination continues

(Hochschild, 1984:5).

Hochschild abstracts this thesis from commentary ranging from Edmund
Morgan’s argument for the positive relationship between slavery and the de-
velopment of a republican ideology of freedom, to contemporary Marxist
accounts of the functional utility of racism within a capitalist economy.

Hochschild then sets out to test the validity of Myrdals thesis. She opera-
tionalizes standard practices and procedures as incremental policymaking,
(Hochschild, 1984:35-6) and hypothesizes that the existence of effective mea-
sures of popular control insure the integrity of public policy relative to the
desires of the American people. She then:

examines these two arguments by asking whether the United States wishes to, and
can, end racism without severe dislocations. If so, then the anomaly thesis gains
support . , . If not, then the symbiosis thesis gains support, and we face a dilemma
much less tractable than the one (Myrdal) so eloquently described (Hochschild
1984:8-9). _

For reasons that are not entirely clear she establishes school desegregation
as the mechanism that might eradicate racism in the United States. This leads
to the proposition that if the American public school system can be effectively
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desegregated in a manner that is both incremental and subject to popular
control, then Myrdal’s position is upheld. %

After considering the theory and historical practice of school desegregation
in the United States, Hochschild concludes that incrementalism,

works poorly in two ways to desegregate schools. It does less than full scale, rapid,
extensive . . . change to improve race relations, achievement, and community
acceptance and to minimize white flight . . . Both minorities and Anglos can end up
worse off in a halfhearted, restricted, timid . . . “reform” than if nothing had been
done . . . Half a loaf in this case, may be worse than nothing at all (Hochschild

1984:91).

These findings force Hochschild to the conclusion that severe dislocation is
unavoidable if school desegregation is to be effectively pursued, and therefore
Myrdal’s anomaly thesis must be rejected. She maintains that rather than
being understood as the tension between liberal democratic theory and liberal
democratic practice, the American dilemma must be understood as the more
fundamental and intractable problem of reconciling liberalism with democ-
racy. Eschewing (or at least postponing) this reconciliation, Hochschild sug-
gests that the practical solution to the dilemma may be to shift the balance of
liberalism and democracy: “If most citizens choose not to grant the rest of the
citizens their full rights, then perhaps democracy must give way to liberalism”
(Hochschild 1984:145). By this, she seems to mean that some of our concern
for popular control may simply have to be subordinated to an active respect
for the rights of minorities.

What is of interest from my perspective is that Hochschild recognizes that
the new American dilemma is not really quite this simple. She first hints at its
complexity in a footnote in the early part of her book. “Some communities,”
she observes, “for religious, ethnic, or other reasons reject transportation of
students for any purpose into or out of their geographic bounds . . . Such
claims are hard for liberal policy makers to deal with” (Hochschild 1984:61fn).
It is not, however, until the final eight pages of her 200!page text that the rest
of this camel of cultural integrity bursts unceremoniously into the liberal tent.
As late as page 169, she is asserting that “after all, liberal democracy can take
the form of people creating and controlling their own institutions and rules
within the bounds set by basic rights; it need not entail majorities creating and
controlling a single community in which all must live” But then, she is ul-
timately moved to admit that “diversity breeds inequality. People not only
separate into in-groups and out groups; they add a vertical dimension that
creates topdogs and underdogs”” Her analysis of the racial significance of this
vertical stratification is important enough to quote at length:

Thus whites see blacks as not merely different but inferior; Princetonians are not
merely different but superior. Even these psychological hierarchies would not mat-
ter much to policy makers if they remained merely sentiments, but they have
profound political and economic consequences. blacks or Hispanics are not hired or
encouraged to move next door, or elected president . . . thus diversity turns into
inequality which inhibits freedom of movement . . . by freedom of movement I
mean the classic liberal promise of individual opportunity, the right to pursue
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happiness wherever and however one desires . . . Thus racial and cultural diversity
illegitimately inhibits freedom of movement. If we value the former more heavilr
than the latter we will endorse neighborhood schools, black control of the ghett
schools, and Hispanic control of barrio schools . . . If we could figure out how to
make diversity mean simply difference, not inequality, we would not have to
choose (Hochschild 1984:198-9).

Here we can spy what might be considered the Afro-American dilemma
nestled within Hochschild’s new American dilemma. This Afro-American di-
lemma issues in the problem of reconciling the (ostensibly) illiberal project of
racial and cultural autonomy with the liberal requirement of freedom of
movement. Hochschild acknowledges that claims to the autonomy that is
necessary for racial diversity are “hard for liberal policy makers to deal with”
and so, in good liberal policy maker fashion, she chooses to ignore them. She
does, however, precisely locate the analytical problem:

(Byy redefir‘;ing diversity, freedom of movement, liberalism, or democracy we may
be able to wriggle out of the contradictions that I have posited. But no one has done
so yet in a way that commands universal assent (Hochschild 1984:200).

The Black Intellectual and the Terms of Exchange

The issue that is raised by Hochschild’s two American dilemmas is that of
the costs of liberal freedom. That is, the need to interrogate the terms upon
which Americanness has historically been offered to black men and women.
That these terms could be problematic, that the game could, at some point be
unworthy of the candle, was confirmed for W. E. B. DuBois in 1934 when he
left the NAACP. He had, of course, located the existential root of the problé

three decades earlier:

It is a peculiar sensation, this double consciousness, this sense of always looking at
one’s self through the eyes of others, of measuring one’s soul by the tape of a world
that looks on in amused contempt and pity. One ever feels his twoness, an Amer-
ican, a Negro; two souls, two thoughts, two unreconciled strivings; two warring
ideals in one dark body, whose dogged strength alone keeps it from being torn
asunder (DuBois 1965:214-215).

Sixty years later when Harold Cruse compared the aspirations of newly
freed colonial subjects with those of American racial integrationists, he, too,
was attempting an interrogation of the terms of the “deed of gift". “They are
seeking their identity,” he stormed, “while we are endeavoring to lose ours in
exchange for a brand of freedom in a never never land of racial differences”
(Cruse 1969:63).

Finally, it is a measure of continuity as well as change that Martin Kilson
can, some twenty years after Cruse, locate the paradox of blackness in the fact
that in white hands, “blackness can be converted into sizable commerdial (and
even intellectual) value” and yet blacks still search in vain for political and
economic parity (Kilson 1986:70-78).
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Although artifacts of the black American life would have been abstracted
and integrated into the American consumer culture, flesh and blood black
Americans remain (with important and problematic ekceptions) on the pe-
riphery of American society. Kilson’s call for black intellectuals to “invent a
response to white competition for the cultural and market values of blackness”
is a prosaic, but no less profound insistence that we interrogate the terms
under which black “freedom” has been and is being achieved.

Interrogating the terms upon which freedom has been offered to black
Americans is a large task. As my consideration of Hochschild's work ought to
suggest, it includes (but is certainly not limited to) investigating the ideological
and cultural forces that have conditioned both the “offer(s)” and the re-
sponse(s) that it (they) has (have) provoked. Whatever else this task involves, it
must include an examination of the terms of American liberalism.

Unfortunately, the relationship between the black American experience and
the terms and forms of American liberalism has never been drawn very pre-
cisely. This is as true of discursive practices as it is of analytical forms and
historical practice. Although works by Bernard Boxhill and Edwin Dorn have
attempted to locate black American concerns within the context of contempo-
rary analytical political philosophy, there remains much to be done in this
area. (Boxhill, 1984; Dorn, 1984) In particular, ‘communitarian’ critics who
question the capacity of liberal political philosophy to provide adequate ac-
counts of community and the public good, offer possibilities for the con-
struction of a framework within which we can ask whether liberalism offers
freedom only at the cost of identity (Hirsch, 1986).

There has, by and large, been a greater effort to “integrate Afro American
history into American history” (Huggins, 1986) than is the case with analytical
political theory. There are, for example, important studies that attempt to
explain the civil rights movement with reference to the evolution of the
thought and practice of American liberalism. (Reed, 1987) This is to a lesser
extent true of black politics during the New Deal as well. (Kirby, 1980) Nev-
ertheless, much of our understanding of black American political history re-
mains cast in terms like self help and protest, terms that bear an uncertain
relationship to the historical reality of American liberal political practice.

It is in the relationship between black American political discourse and the
discourse of American liberalism that the task of the black intellectual, alluded
to earlier, crystallizes. It is in this relationship that we should be able to most
clearly locate and assess an interrogation of the terms upon which freedom
has been offered to black Americans. Unfortunately, there has been, proba-
bly, less attention paid to articulating this relationship than to either of the
others.

A Life on the Horns of the White Man’s Dilemma

There has been a distinct disjuncture between the historiography of Anglo-
American political thought and the historiography of black American political
thought. Dominant characterizations of Anglo-American political thought
have moved from Hartz’s ‘Lockean consensus’ of the 1950s (Hartz 1955)
through a ‘republican revolt’ of the 1960s and early 1970s (Shallhope, 1972) to




10 New Perspectives in American Politics

what might be termed a contemporary liberal restoration (Diggins, 1984, 1985;
Greenstone, 1986). Throughout, the structuring principle for interpretations
has been the relationship between Anglo-American political thought and Eu-
ropean philosophical traditions. This principle has issued in a focus on the role
that concepts like interest, virtue, individual, and community have played in
the history of Anglo-American political thought.

Broad characterizations of black American political thought have been
drawn quite differently. In the prevailing tendency to ignore the intellectual
and discursive contexts within which black American political thinking has
taken place, writers on the subject have appeared to assimilate Gunnar Myr-
dal’s pronouncement on the ‘defensive’ nature of black thought.

Negro thinking is almost completely determined by white opinions . . . it develops
as an answer to the popular theories prevalent among whites by which they ra-
tionalize their upholding of caste. In this sense it is a derivative, or secondary
thinking (Myrdal, 1942:784).

Whatever the reason, critics have based their characterizations on the strategic
positions that various thinkers have taken. More often than not, this has
resulted in the construction of a left-center-right continuum, with nationalism,
integrationism, and ‘accomodationism’ as the respective reference points.
(Meier, Rudwick, and Broderick, 1971; Walton, 1970)

Recently, a group of black social critics have individually and perhaps unin-
tentionally, contributed to the strength of this assumption of derivativeness.
Within the work of Alex Willingham, Lucius Outlaw, and Cornel West, there
can be found a pronounced insistence on the need to forge new, race-specific,
theoretical tools for social and political criticism. (Outlaw, 1983: West 198(
1983, 1987; Willingham, 1986). This insistence is grounded in an assertion o:
the sterility of most existing black political discourse, and it issues in grand
visions for the construction of a black American theoretical edifice.
Willingham would have us think “in terms of a critical social theory which .. .
dialectically relates political, cultural, and economic matters into a theoretical
form” (Willingham, 1986:20). Outlaw seeks the “elaboration of a global, crit-
ical, socio-political-economic-cultural theory. (Outlaw, 1983:72). West, draw-
ing on the work of Derrida, Foucault, and Said among others, wants to clear
the ground for a “genealogical materialist analysis of Afro American oppres-
sion” (West, 1987 passim).

Although I do not want to suggest that these critics necessarily agree among
themselves on the particular direction that this theory building must take, they
do seem, in at least one important respect, to begin from the same place. In
Willingham’s words, “criticism in the black community suffers from the in-
ability to transcend the categories of liberal ideology” (Willingham, 1986:21).
Concerning this ‘liberal confinement,” Outlaw notes that

Throughout the history of the presence of African people in this country, the
dominant theoretical framework out of which we have struggled has been that
provided by the Declaration of Independence, the Constitution and the Bill of

Rights (Outlaw, 1983:72).
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This is seen by Outlaw to have spelled the imj
political discourse ‘and created the need for rad
tions.

A resigned acceptance may ultimately be th.
dal’s dictum. Nevertheless, there is force in |
Ellison.

But can a people (its faith in an idealized Amc.:
and develop for over three hundred years sim|
Negroes simply the creation of white men, or h.
themselves out of what they found around them?
caves and upon dliffs, why cannot Negroes have n
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leaves open the question of the amount of latiti.
recognition of the fact that black thinkers respon.
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Walton to argue that black political thought, ..\
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tions in America and by pervasive discursive e ...
that important questions remain unanswered.
stand how much distinctiveness is possible urid..
termination and how much distinctiveness has i..
This brings us back to the need to examine !
American discourse and the discourses of Am.:.
that we can avoid this task bv shifting to nc.
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| -' confront broad questions about politics and society that, once again, the text at
| hand may not have been specifically intended to address.
¥ This type of “strong criticism” would require, at a minimum, an investiga-
| tion of the relationship between black political discourse and its discursive
| context. This means at least two things. First, it means arguing about (rather
than simply jasserting) the liberal confinement of black American political
discourse within the context of historiographical debates about the general
character of Anglo-American political thought. Second, the imperatives of
strong criticism suggest the need to locate and describe black political dis-
courses within the context of the historical development of Anglo-American
political thought.

I have argued that, in her consideration of liberal democracy and school
desegregation, Jennifer Hochschild (almost in spite of herself) precisely locates
a dilemma that exists in the gap between the formal guarantees made to
individuals by a liberal democratic society and the social and ideological con-
ditions that allow particular groups to sustain, concretize, and transmit group
values. This dilemma has particular salience when issues of personal identity
are understood to be inextricably tied to the life and values of the group, that
is, when one is a black American.

This salience was understood by W. E. B. DuBois when he suggested that the
history of the black American can best be understood as the struggle to “merge
his double self into a better and truer self” without losing either one of the
older selves. Martin Kilson also seems to understand it when he recognizes the

-ability of liberal democratic capitalism to valorize the commodification of
blackness at the same time that it degrades and marginalizes those who can-
not “de-black” as easily as unbraiding their hair or cutting off their Walkman.

I have suggested that Hochschild’s dilemma presents itself as the need for
black people (especially black intellectuals) to interrogate the terms up,
which American freedom has been offered to them and the terms upon whic..
they have responded. This interrogation involves, among other things, an

| investigation of the ideological and cultural conditions within which the offer
{ and the response have occurred. This investigation must consider the rela-
| tionship between the black American experience and American liberalism.
This relationship takes analytical, historical and discursive forms. I have
focused on the discursive forms because I find them to be both interesting and
neglected. In addition to setting the historical record straight with richer and
, more integrated interpretations of black American political discourse, atten-
i tion to the different discursive forms that the relationship has taken may be
by repaid in analytical dividends. That is, considering the real ways in which real
e black people have confronted the terms of liberal freedom may help to con-
I cretize what might otherwise be arid and abstract “redefinitons of diversity,
Iy freedom of movement, liberalism, or democracy”’

I can imagine two objections to the line of inquiry that I propose. The first
objection holds that it is essentially a waste of time because consideration of
the manner in which black intellectuals have interrogated the terms of liberal
freedom will only yield a dismal record of failure. This is the contention that
black American political discourse is best characterized by an inability to
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transcend the categories of liberal ideology. If redefinitions are necessary, they
are best pursued directly, without reference to past mistakes.

It is always difficult to argue people out of positions that they have not
argued themselves into; it is tempting to oppose assertions with counterasser-
tions. I doubt if imputations of liberal confinement are absolutely and cate-
gorically true of black American discourse. If they are, however, that issworthy
of demonstration. I think that demonstration must be made a ong something
like the lines that I have set out. - ,

The second objection is a bit more difficult. This position holds (as I take
Willingham, Outlaw, and West to hold) that the point is not to redefine the
terms of liberalism but to replace liberalism with something else. I find myself
sympathetic to this position. Nevertheless, it is important to note that all three
theoreticians want their new theoretical forms to be firmly grounded in norms
that can be drawn from the history, cultural heritage, and political struggles of
black folks in America. Although it may be that, to paraphrase Henry Louis
Gates, the terms of our political self-representation have been provided by the
master, this is, in important respects, also true of the cultural self-representa-
tions that West and Outlaw seem to privilege. Indeed, Outlaw recognizes that

Oppressed people come to embody in their very being the negations imposed upon
them and thus, in the reproduction of their lives, perpetuate their own enslavement
(Outlaw 1983:71).

Therefore, even attempts to construct new race-specific theoretical formula-
tions on the foundation of black American life worlds ought not slight the
explicitly political self-representations that help to constitute those life worlds.

Once projects along the lines that I have outlined have been carried out, it
may in fact turn out to be the case that most extant expressions of black social
and political thought are derivative and disposable. But it seems to me that a
proper burial is no more than common decency requires.
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Political Movements in Ame#ic;n Politics:
An Essay On Concept and Analysis

Robert H. Salisbury

Washington University

Political movements are important phenomena in American political life. They are
composed of core movement organizations plus those who identify and often work
for the movement’ cause. Movements often rest upon the support base of institu-
tions, especially churches in the American case. They are highly dynamic, rising
swiftly to prominence and, as swiftly, fading. The rhetoric of American movement
politics tends to be apocalyptic and is often cast in religious terms.

merican politics, past and present, is rich in political movements. The

civil rights movement, the environmental movement, the student move-
ment, and the labor movement are but a few of the phenomena to which the
term is attached as a defining concept. And lest we suppose that movements
come only from the left, the neoconservative movement of recent years or the
Prohibition movement of an earlier time give witness to the contrary. The
Progressive movement gave the dominant tone to an entire political era in the
United States, and democracies elsewhere in the world have also experienced
substantial impact from forces that both participants and observers designated
as movements.

Among sociologists, social movements have long been of central concern,
providing a standard subfield in the discipline and generating a considerable
body of literature (Zald and McCarthy, 1987). The neighboring social sciences
have less often incorporated the sociologists’ work into their own analysis,
however. Political scientists have quite generally failed to give explicit attention
to movements, tending instead to divide their attention to movement phe-
nomena between mass behavior (mainly electoral behavior), on the one hand,
and interest groups, on the other. The one studies mobilization; the other looks
at organization, but few political scientists examine the interacion—how or-
ganizations mobilize public support and thus build a movement. Recent schol-
arship has begun to incorporate social movement theory and research into
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Figure 1
Interest Groups and Political Movements
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tion of valued outcomes. To be sure, at the margin that distinction becomes
blurred. Many movements draw support from people who mainly want more
of what there is, but their mobilization is predicated on the assumption that, in
order to achieve meaningful redistribution of values, some structural /institu-
tional change is required. In some cases, the rhetoric of protest so confounds
structural change with redistribution that it becomes impossible to differenti-
ate between them. Still, there is a difference between the quest for “more” and
the effort to restructure social relations.

Movements themselves have structural characteristics; they are not mere
aggregations of opinion. A movement includes one or more formal organiza-
tions (SMOs in the parlance of sociological usage) that act as the “carriers” and
mobilizers of the movement. These organizational components often operate
in ways that are very similar to other interest groups and are commonly
included in most treatments of interest groups. Yet to define the civil rights
movement solely in terms of the NAACP and other active organizations, even
to equate the labor movement with the AFL-CIO, would lead us to misunder-
stand the special characteristics of movements. The latter embrace followers as
well, identifiers who endorse the movement’s goals and may take part in some
or all of a considerable repertoire of supportive activities without formally
joining any organized association. It was appropriate to refer to an American
labor movement so long as the cause of enhanced working-class power and
associated income redistribution evoked broadly sympathetic support from
intellectuals, opinion leaders, and diverse other segments of the population.
Once that support waned, the “movement” became a mere constellation of
interest groups.

The extent to which people have come to identify with a movement is
usually difficult to measure precisely, but that very uncertainty may serve to
enhance the bargaining position of movement leaders who can claim a strong
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following that opponents cannot confidently disregard. A movement, then,
has organizational components—and is thus different from a crowd—and an
uncertain number of identifier-followers ready to act in concert with the or-
ganizations that lead the way.

Very often we employ=the word mass in conjunction with movement, and
although that word is no model of measurement precisiorG-its central implica-
tion—that the scope of the movement’s support is, actuaily or potentially,
large—is one we embrace. It makes little sense to designate a neighborhood
clean-up campaign a movement. Its potential support is too small for such
promotional hype. Higher prices for soybeans likewise is a poor prospect for
movement status. Indeed, most of the activities described by Lowi (1969)
under the heading of interest group liberalism are clearly not movement mate-
rial. Nevertheless, political/social entrepreneurs quite often will call their
efforts movements in order to imply the existence of a mass support base, at
least in potential. In part, this claim may stimulate a bandwagon effect among
the previously uncommitted, but there is another implication as well. A move-
ment, seeking structural change that will putatively benefit a large number of
people, far in excess of the participants so far associated with the cause, can
usually enjoy a more favorable moral position among intellectuals and pub-
licists than the self-interested pursuit of benefits by interest groups and in-
stitutions. The prospect of a mass base confers a degree of democratic
legitimacy on movements—what Useem and Zald (1982) call the legitimacy of
numbers—that interest groups often lack.

There are other reasons for adopting the movement label as well. It implies
dynamic growth and an optimism about the possibilities of collective action
that are nontrivial assets in mobilizing support. The well-known arguments of
Mancur Olson (1965) and others regarding the difficulty of recruiting mem-
bers to an organization in order to strengthen a campaign for supraorganiza-
tional collective benefits is, as Moe (1980) and others have shown,
considerably modified when the “rational individual” is unclear regarding
what it would take to secure the collective purpose. One may well join a
movement whose momentum promises to sweep away all obstacles, especially
if refusing to join threatens to leave one isolated from one’s peers. If everyone
seems to be flocking to the movement’s banner, the appeal is more persuasive.
Calling a group of farmers the American Agriculture Movement (Cigler, 1986)
conveys a good deal more of this dynamism than naming the same group with
the same purposes the American Farmers Association.

A movement is thus characterized by the rhetoric and, when it prospers, the
reality of dynamic growth. Closely related is the strong preference among
movement tacticians for direct expressive action rather than, or at least prior
to, bargaining and negotiation. Associations have conventions and speeches,
but movements have songs and marches, sit-ins and picket lines. Associations
are prosaic; movements are dramatic. Associations seek to secure and main-
tain access to decisionmakers, and the maintenance of friendly communica-
fion channels is of the highest priority. Movements accept a degree of risk,
sometimes though not always great, that extant elites will be offended and
authorities alienated by direct action tactics that may reach all the way to
martyrdom.
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From one perspective, the expressive emphasis of movement tactics reflects
the heavy dose of moral self-righteousness that so often accompanies move-
ment rhetoric. One ought not to compromise or bargain over what is morally
right; rather, one should declare it forthrightly from the housetops and put the
burden of compliance with rectitude on those in authority. From the more
mundane perspective of detached analysis, however, dramatic expressive ac-
tion has other advantages. It confers upon participants the “selective” benefit
of personal excitement, the delights of enthusiasm for a noble cause, and the
very real sense of solidarity with those of like persuasion. Moreover, dramatic
expressive acts have a better chance than many more conventional tactics of
gaining the attention of potential sympathizers, sometimes raising their con-
sciousness that they are in fact sympathetic and sometimes persuading identi-
fiers that this expressive core of “the movement” is actually “doing something”
directly and not just sitting around the mimeograph machine. The combina-
tion of mobilization effects with the intrinsic pleasures to participants of being
noticed go far toward explaining the tactical emphasis by modern political
movements on media events with all the concomitant uncertainty about what
is real and what is manufactured in this kind of tactical exercise.

A final element of definition can be disposed of quickly. It involves the
distinction between political movements and social movements. The latter is
clearly the broader term, for it encompasses all movements, whether or not
they involve activity within the political arena. Movements are political when-
ever and insofar as they undertake actions intended to affect governmental
officials, by persuading them to act in a particular way or indeed by determin-
ing who will hold office. Any movement whose goals require some govern-
mental response is political. Many movements are almost entirely so; the
Progressive movement, for example. The American labor movement, on the
other hand, despite its extensive political agenda, finds its primary raisons
d’étre in the economic bargaining relationship with employers. In modern
times, a very large share of the phenomena we call movements in the United
States plainly have involved at least some action in the political arena and so
may properly be included in the set of political movements. Sometimes an
aggregation of groups and followers may largely abandon the political arena
but maintain enough dynamism and sharpness of purpose to qualify as social
movements. One might regard the feminist movement in the late 1980s in this
light. Since the demise of the ERA, feminism has been an important social
movement, but without very much immediate political presence. Again, the
point is that a distinction between social and political movements, although
often blurred in real life, is of analytic and descriptive utility.

Movements and Their Enemies

Movement rhetoric in American (and other democratic) politics is often
filled with apocalyptic metaphors, emphasizing that the desired structural
change can come about only through the destruction of hostile forces and
stressing verbs of action, adjectives conveying great intensity, and adverbs of
moral virtue. Interest groups, despite Truman’s conception of them as adverse
to others, often find themselves without visible opposition (Salisbury et al.,
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1987; Walker, 1983) and to a large extent appeal to members in Olsonesque
fashion by offering selective benefits unavailable except through the associa-
tion. Movement organizations, those associations that are a movement’s active
agents, must likewise offer specific membership benefits. But the recognition
of an enemy and a commitment to oppose are not selective organizational
benefits, restricted to'those who join. They-are matters of attitude and convic-
tion that anyone may come to share. Once the beliefs are in place, selective
benefits to participants, especially of a solidary character, will more readily
follow, but first there must be the shared belief in social structural change. Is
conflict a necessary condition of such belief? Is it possible to be emotionally
committed to changing the system without also being committed to the view
that there are social forces or groups or elites or somebody on the other side,
preventing the change, acting out of self-interest and perhaps corruption also
to block the desired reform? Logically, it does not appear to be a requirement.
Social systems and political institutions may be thought of in essentially im-
personal terms in which no individual or group wills the undesired outcomes,
but neither can anyone overcome the institutional barriers; hence the move-
ment, born out of frustration. Such arguments are surely possible and some-
times employed, but it is clear that movement rhetoric is seldom content with
such detached analysis. Instead, appeals for support are predicated upon
opposition—to “the bosses,” including those in charge of political machines,
capitalist employers and hierarchical superiors both inside and outside of
government, or to such other putative oppressors, exploiters and despoilers as
have been defined by the movement’s rhetorical foundations and proposed
reforms.

The sense of embattlement carries a message of urgency; the stakes are
great, and time is short. Armageddon is at hand; the battle is on, and failure
looms unless potential members promptly and generously make a commit-
ment of support. If we were to postulate a continuum of political rhetoric
along which appeals for support may range from the most intensely apocalyp-
tic to the mildest nonconflictual expression of group’s policy desires, it is clear
that those political formations we call movements would be bunched together
toward the high-conflict end of the spectrum.

Movements and Movement Organizations

Discussions of political and social movements commonly separate out from
the “mass of activity” those formal associations that have been constructed in
support of the movement’s goals. In some movements, there is a single core
group. Often there are several. Sometimes organizations vie for movement
leadership; sometimes they work out a kind of functional division of labor.
Some movements are characterized as “reticulated,” networks of organizations
and more inchoate followings bound together by contacts among leaders who
move back and forth across the landscape of both geography and political
society (Freeman, 1983).

Movement organizations, as we have noted, must maintain themselves as
viable enterprises against all the challenges of apathy, disappointment, and
rival associations. In so doing, they face the free-rider problems that Olson
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outlined. Insofar as a movement organization seeks to attract and hold mem-
bers primarily with selective benefits composed of expressive rhetoric—es-
pousing the purest doctrine or the correct line—the association risks swift
collapse. Expressive groups are easy to start but hard to maintain. And this is
especially true if the costs of membership are at all burdensome, as, for exam-
ple, they were when what Wilson (1973) refers to as redemptionist organiza-
tions in the civil rights movement required such sacrifices as going to jail or
sufféring physical beating. )

The history of political movements in America is replete with examples of
organizational failures, to be sure, but in a sense what is more surprising is
how many movement organizations survive, at least for considerable periods
of time. How is it that groups whose symbolic emphasis is on achieving
structural changes in society and that typically couch their appeals in rela-
tively conflict-centered language filled with moral outrage can last so long? A
part of the answer lies in the findings of Walker and others (cf. Berry, 1977;
Freeman, 1983; Salisbury, 1969) regarding subsidies granted to one group by
another. Walker attributes a significant share of the success in organizing
various kinds of public interest movement organizations during the 1960s and
early 1970s to the infusion of financial aid from sympathetic groups already
established and from foundations and government agencies. A similar story
may be told of much union organizing and farm group development, among
others.

It would not provide very dependable support for movement organizations
if the subsidizers were themselves highly vulnerable to the vicissitudes of
movement momentum, factional strife, or rapid decline in resources among
potential members. In fact, however, a large share of the subsidizing agents are
quite securely institutionalized. Foundations, churches, universities, and gov-
ernment agencies may decide to stop funding change agents or, if they do not,
risk losing some of their own support, but they generally remain in existence,
and movement organizations may be able to come back again and again for
help. From the perspective of the movement entrepreneur, sympathetic institu-
tions typically constitute a more dependable base of support than individual
members or identifiers, however important the latter may be as indicators of
the movement’s broad appeal. In American experience, churches have played a
particularly important role as institutional bases for such diverse movements
as abolition, temperance, civil rights, peace and disarmament, and the “right-
to-life” We will return to and elaborate on this theme later in this essay.

A second basis of movement survival, at least of its core, is to be found in
the dedicated commitment of relatively small numbers of faithful adherents
who do not accept defeat or bow to what others see as inevitable demise but
continue on in the hope that success will yet crown their efforts. Minor politi-
cal parties and many interest groups operate on essentially the same kind of
slender foundation, of course. When such a fragmentary enterprise calls itself
a movement, however, observers should not accept the designation at face
value. It may again become one; the civil rights movement might well regain
the momentum and broad support it had in the early 1960s. Until that hap-
pens, however, to give the interest groups seeking civil rights policy objectives,
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the label of movement would misrepresent their character and misread their
short-term prospects.

Disruption and 