& | CHICAGO JOURNALS

Hybrid Activism: Social Movement Mobilization in a Multimovement Environment
Author(s): Michael T. Heaney and Fabio Rojas

Source: American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 119, No. 4 (FJanuary 2014), pp. 1047-1103
Published by: The University of Chicago Press

Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1086/674897

Accessed: 06/05/2014 12:22

Y our use of the JSTOR archive indicates your acceptance of the Terms & Conditions of Use, available at
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

JSTOR is anot-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon awide range of
content in atrusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms
of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.

The University of Chicago Pressis collaborating with JISTOR to digitize, preserve and extend accessto
American Journal of Sociology.

http://www.jstor.org

This content downloaded from 141.213.236.110 on Tue, 6 May 2014 12:22:20 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions




Hybrid Activism: Social Movement Mobilization
in a Multimovement Environment'

Michael T. Heaney
University of Michigan

Fabio Rojas
Indiana University

Social movement organizations often struggle to mobilize supporters
from allied movements in their efforts to achieve critical mass. The
authors argue that organizations with hybrid identities—those whose
organizational identities span the boundaries of two or more social
movements, issues, or identities—are vital to mobilizing these constit-
uencies. They use original data from their study of the post-9/11 U.S.
antiwar movement to show that individuals with past involvement in
nonantiwar movements are more likely to join hybrid organizations
than are individuals without involvement in nonantiwar movements.
In addition, they show that organizations with hybrid identities occupy
relatively more central positions in interorganizational cocontact net-
works within the antiwar movement and thus recruit significantly more
participants in demonstrations than do nonhybrid organizations. Con-
trary to earlier research, they do not find that hybrid organizations are
subject to an illegitimacy discount; instead, they find that hybridization
can augment the ability of social movement organizations to mobilize
their supporters in multimovement environments.

Identity is one of the most important features of organizations, but there is
strong disagreement among sociologists about how identity affects organi-
zational performance. The argument stems from a simple, but important,
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observation: some organizations have complex and multidimensional iden-
tities that span or combine categories, while other organizations possess nar-
row identities. Those who think that complex identities are beneficial point
to the strategic advantages of ambiguity (Padgett and Ansell 1993), the in-
novation potential from recombining knowledge (Schumpeter 1939), and
organizations’ potential to differentiate themselves from competitors (Rao,
Monin, and Durand 2005). In contrast, there are scholars who believe that
complex identities confuse audiences about an organization’s role or purpose.
In particular, Zuckerman (1999) argues that actors that do not fit within a
single, well-defined category may suffer an “illegitimacy discount” in the eyes
of attentive audiences (see also Zuckerman et al. 2003; Hsu 2006; Hsu, Han-
nan, and Kocak 2009).

If organizations are at risk of an illegitimacy discount for possessing com-
plex identities, then the question arises, what are the empirical conditions
under which this discount does or does not apply? Within the field of social
movements, for example, it is fairly common—even celebrated—for organi-
zations to embrace hybrid organizational identities. In her book Forging Gay
Identities, Armstrong (2002) notes that lesbian-gay-bisexual-transgender
movement organizations often identified themselves according to a “gay
plus one” formula for creating hybrid identities. Minkoff (2002) observes
that hybridization of service and advocacy is a common strategy that non-
profit organizations adopt to manage uncertainties in their environments.
Goss and Heaney (2010) document how women’s organizations hybridize
movements, constituencies, and political institutions in order to organize
women as women on not-explicitly-gendered policy issues. Are these orga-
nizations exposing themselves to substantial risks of illegitimacy because
of their hybrid statuses? Or is there something about the context of social
movements that shields organizations from the illegitimacy discount?

This article argues that social movement organizations often experience
substantial advantages when they form identities that blend organizational
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categories. Specifically, we claim that organizations that traverse the bound-
aries of multiple social movements to form hybrid identities may fulfill a
significant brokerage function between movements. At the individual level,
these hybrids help people with backgrounds in other social movements to
connect with a new movement in ways that feel comfortable to them. These
crossover activists may be especially likely to feel this compatibility if hybrid
organizations reach out to them by amplifying the identities of other move-
ments in which activists participate (Goss and Heaney 2010). At the organi-
zational level, hybrids mobilize activists by building intermovement networks
(Carroll and Ratner 1996), standing as intermovement representatives in
single-issue coalitions (Van Dyke 2003), and adopting (or embodying) frame
extensions that advance a movement’s arguments by borrowing the language
of other movements (Snow et al. 1986). As a result, it is problematic to assume
that hybrid organizations operating within social movements necessarily ex-
perience illegitimacy discounts analogous to the experiences of organizations
in other environments.

In order to empirically evaluate the effect of hybrid identities on the
performance of social movement organizations, we investigate the mobili-
zation of the antiwar movement in the United States after 9/11. Antiwar
movements tend to mobilize in response to the initiation of war and then
recede into abeyance as hostilities subside (Taylor 1989; Marullo and Meyer
2004). This inherently episodic nature of antiwar activism leaves peace
activists with little choice but to exploit the organizational structures of
other movements if they are to attain critical mass. In the aftermath of
9/11, for example, the antiwar movement drew heavily from activists in
the antiglobalization/global justice movement to promote its initial mobi-
lizations for peace (Hadden and Tarrow 2007; Reitan 2009; Gillham and
Edwards 2011). Vasi (2006, 2011) explains that antiwar movements rely
on this strategy because they are highly miscible; that is, they usually share
ideologies and activist networks with movements for social justice, global
justice, the environment, women’s rights, gay and lesbian rights, labor, and
other causes. As a result, Reese, Petit, and Meyer (2010) point out, many of
the leading activists in the antiwar movement are movement crossovers:
they have extensive histories of involvement in other social movements.
However, these previous studies have not identified the organizational mech-
anisms through which antiwar movements attract activists from other move-
ments to mass mobilizations.

We observe that antiwar movements often turn to hybrid organizations
as a way to encourage other activists—who may have a wide range of con-
cerns—to channel their time and energy into this particular cause.” Exam-

?Not all studies of hybrid organizations employ the “hybrid” concept in the same way.
Our research focuses on organizations that hybridize identities across the boundaries of
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ples of such organizations are Code Pink: Women for Peace (which hybrid-
izes peace and women’s activism), U.S. Labor Against the War (which hy-
bridizes peace and labor activism), and Veterans for Peace (which hybridizes
peace and veterans activism). These organizations helped the anti-Iraq War
movement to stage some of the largest peace demonstrations since the anti-
nuclear movement of the 1980s (Meyer 1990; Walgrave and Verhulst 2009).

We begin this article, first, by reviewing the sociological literature on
organizations with hybrid identities. Second, we develop hypotheses for
how these organizations are likely to perform in social movement contexts.
Third, we detail our methods for collecting original data using surveys of
5,410 antiwar demonstrators conducted in 2007-9 and for classifying 524
organizations that helped to mobilize them. Fourth, using this information,
we briefly describe the field of organizations that contacted individuals to
participate in the antiwar movement. Fifth, we specify the empirical mod-
els used to test our hypotheses. Sixth, we find that organizations with hybrid
identities are more likely than their peer organizations to attract support-
ers from nonantiwar constituencies, occupy central positions in interorga-
nizational cocontact networks within the antiwar movement, and contact
participants in street demonstrations. Seventh, we consider the general im-
plications of our work for hybrid organizations, social networks, and social
movements.

THEORIZING ORGANIZATIONS WITH HYBRID IDENTITIES

Identity is commonly understood as an individual-level phenomenon wherein
a person addresses the question “Who am I?” (Mead 1934; Erickson 1968;
Walsh 2004). However, an analogous—though conceptually distinct—phe-
nomenon exists at the organizational level in which members of an organi-
zation address the question “Who are we as an organization?” (Albert and
Whetten 1985; Dutton and Dukerich 1991; Hsu and Hannan 2005; Whetten
2006). Albert and Whetten (1985, pp. 266—67) define organizational identity
as a statement of “central character” that establishes the organization “as
recognizably different from others.”

the antiwar movement since the antiwar movement is the focus of this research. However,
some studies examine hybridization of organizational forms, tactics, or other aspects of
organizational behavior. Minkoff (2002) investigates organizations that hybridize the
nonprofit organizational form with political advocacy work. Chadwick (2007) analyzes
an organization that hybridizes political parties, social movements, and interest group
forms of organization. Goss and Heaney (2010) add hybridization of tactics to the dis-
cussion of hybrid organizational forms. Murray (2010) documents the processes at work
during the hybridization of academic and commercial laboratory research. We do not
claim that intermovement hybrids are the only important type of hybrids; instead, we
assert that intermovement hybrids are most relevant in a study of multimovement mo-
bilization.
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The multiple audiences that observe an organization hold default ex-
pectations that help to form and define the organization’s identity (Hsu
and Hannan 2005, p. 476). These audiences may include members, sup-
porters, competitors, volunteers, staff, customers, foundations, government
officials, mass media, and the public at large. Identities may be simple,
widely accepted, and stable, or they may be complex, actively contested,
and dynamic—depending on the organization and the nature of the envi-
ronment in which it is embedded. Organizational identities may affect an
organization’s short-term performance and long-term viability (Albert,
Ashforth, and Dutton 2000; Whetten 2006; Zellweger et al. 2013). When
organizations change their identities, they risk serious negative conse-
quences (Hannan et al. 2006).

In an effort to craft unique and compelling identities, organizations some-
times adopt identities that self-consciously blend multiple dimensions of
their environments (Minkoff 2002; Heaney 2004; Johnson 2007; Johnston
2008; Halpin and Binderkrantz 2011). These “hybrid organizations” are
“composed of two or more types that would not normally be expected
to go together” by the audiences attentive to their organizations’ identities
(Albert and Whetten 1985, p. 270; Hsu 2006). Thus, hybrid organizations
traverse the boundaries that typically divide organizations in one category
from organizations in another category.

The effect of straddling organizational categories has been the subject of
considerable research in the fields of organizational and economic sociol-
ogy. Organizations expose themselves to significant potential benefits and
risks when they are structured to traverse categorical boundaries. On the
positive side, adopting multiple identities is seen as a way of preserving
strategic flexibility that can be used to gain an advantage over competitors
(Padgett and Ansell 1993). Bridging categories may allow organizations to
recombine knowledge, technology, or experiences in ways that lead to the
introduction of innovative products or institutional arrangements (Schum-
peter 1939; Padgett and McLean 2006; Hsu, Negro, and Perretti 2012).
Traversing categories may facilitate efforts by organizations to differentiate
themselves from competitors (Rao et al. 2005). As a result, organizations that
span categories may be more likely to attain exceptional success than is the
case for organizations that operate entirely within well-defined categories
(Hsu et al. 2012).

On the negative side, organizations may face increased challenges in con-
necting with their audiences when they breech categorical boundaries. Au-
diences have more trouble making sense of organizations that blend catego-
ries than of organizations that fit within a single, well-established category
(Zuckerman 1999; Zuckerman et al. 2003; Hsu 2006). As a result, hybrid
organizations may face an “illegitimacy discount” from their evaluators
(Zuckerman 1999). Organizations may also encounter challenges when their
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output/performance exhibits features that are atypical of either category
(Rao et al. 2005; Hsu et al. 2009).

The coexistence of strong advantages and disadvantages of the hybrid
form raises the question, under which conditions do hybrid identities help
or harm organizations? A recent line of research contends that hybrid or-
ganizations are less vulnerable to an illegitimacy discount when they op-
erate within category systems with ambiguous boundaries (as opposed to
clear boundaries) or when hybridization is seen as legitimate (as opposed
to illegitimate). Rao et al. (2005) find that the penalties to hybrids dimin-
ish (or disappear) as more organizations in their field hybridize. In a study
of food services, Kovacs and Hannan (2010) report that “activists” (i.e.,
people who are highly active in reviewing restaurants) do not impose the
same penalties on category spanners (i.e., restaurants that serve multiple
cuisines) as is the case for a general audience. Hannan, Polos, and Carroll
(2007) claim that penalties for straddling boundaries are weaker when
boundaries are less easily distinguished from one another. Finally, Hsu
et al. (2012) point out that hybridization is more likely when there is al-
ready a greater presence of hybrid organizations in a field than when hy-
brids are a rare phenomenon.

HYBRID ORGANIZATIONS IN SOCIAL MOVEMENT CONTEXTS

Given the mixed evidence on the merits of possessing a hybrid identity, the
question arises as to whether hybrid identities help or hinder social move-
ment organizations in particular. In this section, we make the case that
hybrid organizations are integral to social movement mobilization and de-
velop testable hypotheses based on this argument. First, we note that hy-
brid organizations are common in social movements because of the strong
intermovement dependency in the mobilization process. Second, we argue
that hybrids play an important role for individuals as they act out their
personal identities in multiple movement contexts. Third, hybrid organi-
zations navigate the institutional environments of multiple movements in
ways that allow them to connect within interorganizational networks and
contact participants in street demonstrations.’

Intermovement Dependency

Social movement scholars have long sought to explain the determinants of
social movement mobilization (see, e.g., McCarthy and Zald 1977; Snow,

$We recognize that nonhybrid organizations often achieve success in appealing to in-
dividual identities and navigate institutional environments in ways that allow them to
connect multiple social movements. Our argument, however, is that hybrid organiza-
tions possess distinct advantages in doing so.
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Zurcher, and Ekland-Olson 1980; Klandermans and Oegema 1987; Gould
1991; Gerhards and Rucht 1992; Kriesi, Saris, and Wille 1993; McCarthy
and Wolfson 1996; Robnett 1997; Zhao 2001; Schussman and Soule 2005;
Viterna 2006; Corrigall-Brown et al. 2009; Munson 2009; Somma 2010).
Early studies of mobilization concentrated on constructing explanations
for the rise and fall of individual social movements as self-contained enti-
ties, such as the civil rights movement, the women’s movement, and reli-
gious movements (Harrison 1959; Freeman 1973; McAdam 1982). This
“movement-centric view” treated individual social movements as the fun-
damental unit of analysis in research (McAdam 1995, p. 218).

Over the past two decades, a consensus has emerged that significant
intermovement dependencies exist. As a result, the boundaries between
movements are now assumed to be blurred rather than clear. One or more
movements may occupy a dominant position over other allied movements
at a given point in time (Minkoff 1997). They may be sequenced such that
one movement is clearly the “initiator” and the other a “spin-off” (McAdam
1995; Fisher 2006) or the movements may simultaneously feed back onto
one another (Isaac, McDonald, and Lukasik 2006).

According to the intermovement dependency view, movements must be
understood in terms of their relationships to past, contemporaneous, and
future social movements. Past social movements train activists for current
struggles, pass on know-how that becomes the content of tactical reper-
toires, and leave a cultural legacy that opens and closes doors to current
movements (Voss and Sherman 2000; Isaac and Christiansen 2002). Con-
temporaneous social movements affect one another by molding political
opportunity structures, providing and competing for resources, and gen-
erating allies in coalitions and opponents in countermovements (Meyer
and Staggenborg 1996; Isaac et al. 2006; Evans and Kay 2008). Future
social movements matter because these are the means whereby a movement
may have its most definite impact. Even if activists do not achieve their
goals in their own day, they may ultimately be vindicated by setting the
stage for others who win victories in their stead (Taylor 1989).

In light of the dependencies that exist among movements in the mobili-
zation process, the question arises as to how movements attempt to manage
these dependencies strategically. In her study of African-American women’s
involvement in the civil rights movement, Robnett (1997, p. 21) emphasized
how women acting as “bridge leaders” were vital in constructing the rela-
tionships necessary to unite the movement with local communities. Social
movement organizations, which have long been recognized as strategic centers
in movement politics (Zald and Ash 1966; Zald and Berger 1978; Caniglia
and Carmin 2005; Walker and McCarthy 2010), may provide an institu-
tionalized way to perform the bridging functions emphasized by Robnett
(1997). Indeed, previous research points to the role of social movement orga-

1053

This content downloaded from 141.213.236.110 on Tue, 6 May 2014 12:22:20 PM
All use subject to JISTOR Terms and Conditions




American Journal of Sociology

nizations in mobilizing across movement boundaries (Meyer and Whittier
1994; Minkoff 1997; Isaac and Christiansen 2002; Van Dyke 2003; Della
Porta and Mosca 2007; Stretesky et al. 2011).

Hybrid organizations, which have identities rooted in more than one
social movement, are a manifestation of intermovement dependency. They
are commonly involved in social movement mobilization. For example,
Veterans for Peace is a hybrid organization closely connected to both vet-
erans’ and antiwar movements (Leitz 2014).* Along with other veterans-
antiwar hybrids (such as Iraq Veterans Against the War, Military Families
Speak Out, and Gold Star Families for Peace/Gold Star Families Speak
Out), it facilitates the participation of veterans at antiwar events by pro-
viding camaraderie among like-minded veterans, affording opportunities
to share stories of combat, encouraging veterans to wear their military at-
tire at peace rallies, offering antiwar arguments that take veterans’ con-
cerns into account, and representing veterans within peace coalitions.

Similarly, organizations that hybridize the women’s movement with an-
tiwar activism are omnipresent at peace rallies, including Code Pink: Women
for Peace, the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom, Raging
Grannies, and the Missile Dick Chicks (Kutz-Flamenbaum 2007; Goss and
Heaney 2010). Especially active religious-peace hybrids include organiza-
tions such as Pax Christi (which targets Catholic activists), the American
Friends Service Committee (which targets Quaker activists), and the Fel-
lowship of Reconciliation (which targets people of faith; Coy, Maney, and
Woehrle 2008). Numerous hybrid organizations exist to blend peace activ-
ism with environmentalism, education, global justice, and other causes. Be-
yond issues of peace, hybrid organizations have been active in struggles for
gay rights (Armstrong 2002), women’s equal opportunity (Ferree and Roth
1998), women'’s antiviolence movements (Goss and Heaney 2010), partisan
movements (Chadwick 2007), and international causes (Murdie and Davis
2012).

Because hybrid organizations are commonly a part of social movements,
we do not expect them to be subject to the illegitimacy discount sometimes
experienced by hybrids in other fields. In line with the research discussed
in the previous section, we expect that hybrids are accepted within social
movements because intermovement dependency blurs the boundaries be-
tween movements (Hannan et al. 2007). Hybrids are frequently present at
movement events and, thus, likely to be seen as legitimate (Rao et al. 2005).
Consequently, the activists involved in social movements are more likely

*Veterans in the United States have a long history of mobilizing on policy issues related
to veterans’ benefits and other social policies. The Bonus March of 1932 and veterans’
mobilizations surrounding the New Deal are among the most well-known examples of
veterans’ activism (Ortiz 2010).
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to be tolerant of hybridization than would be the case for a general audi-
ence (Kovacs and Hannan 2010).

Personal Identities

Social movements are settings for individuals to act out preexisting iden-
tities and to form new identities (Polletta and Jasper 2001). Individuals
often find that participation in social movement organizations is a desir-
able way to pursue the further development of these identities (Stryker
2000, p. 30; Walsh 2004). Organizations may be more likely to attract
supporters if there is a clear correspondence between an organization’s
identity and the personal identities of its potential constituents (Snow and
McAdam 2000, p. 42). By offering this correspondence, hybrid organiza-
tions have the potential to provide “free spaces” (Polletta 1999) in which
their identities can be nurtured and protected.

When a new, dominant movement arises on the scene, activists may
look for ways to participate in the new movement that allow them to re-
tain and build the identities developed in past movements. Valocchi (2001)
demonstrates that the successful politicization of homosexuality in the late
1960s and early 1970s was owed, in part, to the emergence of the Gay Lib-
eration Front (GLF) as a hybrid organization that merged the concerns of
the New Left with the gay identity movement. Organizations such as GLF
allow “individuals to come together around common interests, grievances,
or social ties, engage in dialogue on and debate the causes of grievances
and problems, engage in collective action on the basis of these understand-
ings, and then come to alter the ideology or the collective identity of the
movement as their experiences change” (p. 449).

The importance of hybrid organizations to individuals’ participation in
social movements may derive not only from the desire to act out identities
acquired from past movements but also from their desire to identify with
both movements simultaneously. Similarly, hybrid organizations may seek
out individuals with identities connected to both movements because these
individuals may be more likely than others to fit comfortably into the cul-
ture of the organization. Thus, hybrid organizations have the potential to
serve the intersectional identities (Cohen 1999; McCall 2005; Hancock
2007; Strolovitch 2007) of movement activists.® Leitz’s (2014) analysis of

SDiscussions of intersectionality typically refer to the identity of people who hold more
than one disadvantaged identity status. For example, an intersectional analysis might
explore the plight of black women in an organization who are marginalized by both their
racial and gender identities (Strolovitch 2007). The sense in which we use the concept of
intersectionality here does not imply that either or both of the identities in question are
marginal or disadvantaged in nature. Instead, we imply only that holding both move-
ment identities in unison is important to the identity of the activist.
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oppositional identities in the military peace movement fits within this rubric
(see also Heaney and Rojas 2006). She argues that members of Iraq Vet-
erans Against the War are not simply veterans protesting the war but,
rather, people whose experience of having seen combat gives them both
authority and obligation to speak out against war. Indeed, they are the ones
who have been there, so who knows better than they? Similarly, Armstrong’s
(2002) book on the politics of sexuality in San Francisco documents efforts
by movements to create hybrid structures to support intersectional identi-
ties. She observes that “the template for gay identity organizations was gay
plus one other function or identity” (p. 22). These organizations included
Libertarians for Gay and Lesbian Concerns, Presbyterians for Lesbian and
Gay Concerns, and Alanon for Black Gay and Lesbian Adult Children of
Alcoholics. By catering to these intersectional identities, hybrid organiza-
tions have the potential to mobilize activists who might otherwise feel alien-
ated from the activities of either movement.

Failure of movement organizations to reach out to their constituents
using salient identities from other movements may impinge on the success
of a movement. Ferree and Roth (1998) surmise that the failure of women
to win substantial concessions in a local strike of day care workers in West
Berlin in 1989-90 was due to the absence of “bridging organizations” that
could have kept open lines of communication between the women’s and
labor movements. Even when women are engaged in the work of “other”
movements, they often benefit from the existence of organizations that fo-
cus on their identities as women. They conclude that “women need to or-
ganize by gender . . . both in representing women’s economic interest in
and outside of mixed gender unions and in representing women'’s political
interest in and outside of the parties” (p. 644).

Lichterman’s (1995) case study of left-leaning environmental organiza-
tions similarly suggests that the absence of organizations that bridge move-
ment cultures may be a barrier to mobilizing across movements. He argues
that white, middle-class activists from the left side of the political spectrum
may have difficulty uniting with nonwhite and low-income activists—even
if these groups possess strong ideological compatibility—because of differ-
ences in organizational style and culture. Even when activist organizations
self-consciously seek to reach out to activists in other movements, organiza-
tional routines and practices may undercut the success of these efforts. These
organizational differences may be part of the reason why African-Americans
traditionally organize their antiwar activism separately from predominantly
white, “mainstream” peace movements (Westheider 2008). Hybrid organi-
zations that seek to create cultures that bridge the two movements have the
potential to mitigate these problems.

The foregoing arguments suggest that organizations with hybrid iden-
tities have the potential to facilitate the engagement of activists from other
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social movements during the mobilization of the antiwar movement. Hy-
brid organizations may become a place for antiwar activists who want to
identify with their previous movements. Similarly, hybrid organizations
may target individuals with identities connected with other movements dur-
ing their previous efforts. Thus, we state our first hypothesis:

HvyrotHEsIs 1.—Individuals who have participated in social movements
other than antiwar movements are move likely to join hybrid ovganizations
than are individuals who have not participated in social movements other
than antiwar movements.

Institutional Environments

Social movement organizations operate in competitive multi-institutional
environments (Armstrong and Bernstein 2008). They face competition
from other social movement organizations that seek to mobilize the same
constituents, claim the same foundation grants, and seize the attention of
the same media outlets. Minkoff (2002) explains that hybridization is a
strategy that organizations use to manage these environmental uncertain-
ties by fusing multiple legitimate forms. This fusion enables hybrids to
respond to the pressures from varied actors in their environments (Johnson
2007; Kraatz and Block 2008). As a result, hybrid organizations have be-
come increasingly common, especially in environments where Internet-
driven “rapid institutional adaptation and experimentation is almost rou-
tine” (Chadwick 2007, p. 284).

Hybrid organizations employ a variety of strategies for navigating the
multi-institutional spaces created by multiple social movements. Coalition
work and framing are among the most important of these. Within move-
ment coalitions, hybrid organizations serve as brokers between organiza-
tions that organize exclusively within the antiwar movement and those
that operate exclusively within other movements. For example, U.S. La-
bor Against the War (USLAW) is a labor-antiwar hybrid organization that
has played a prominent role in managing national antiwar coalitions (Hea-
ney and Rojas 2008). In this coalition brokerage role, USLAW helps to
make the interests of labor organizations more clearly understood to peace
activists, and vice versa.

With regard to framing, hybrid organizations are appropriately suited
to craft or represent frame extensions (Snow et al. 1986) that have legiti-
macy to audiences in multiple movements. They may do so by accessing the
information, expertise, and authority possessed by their contacts in both
movements. Often, hybrid organizations attempt to embody multimove-
ment frames through performance activism (Kutz-Flamenbaum 2007;
Goss and Heaney 2010; Leitz 2014). For example, a military peace orga-
nization may illustrate its opposition to war by enacting a scene in which
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U.S. service members engage militarily with civilians in Iraq (Iraq Vet-
erans Against the War 2007). Such performances are useful in attracting
interest to frames when there is a high degree of competition for public
attention (Tarrow 2011, pp. 115-16).

We argue that the strategy of bridging multiple social movements yields
advantages for hybrid organizations in managing their institutional en-
vironments. Hybrid identities enable social movement organizations to oc-
cupy strategic positions in interorganizational networks. Ferree and Roth
(1998) note that hybrids gain from being able to simultaneously claim posi-
tions as insiders and outsiders in the movement. This joint insider/outsider
status enhances the hybrid’s potential to employ multivocal rhetoric, as they
use one set of appeals to movement insiders and another set of appeals to
outsiders (Padgett and Ansell 1993). Thus, by standing in the gap between
insiders and outsiders—as well as between multiple movements—hybrid
organizations are especially likely to fill structural holes (Burt 1992) in
movements’ interorganizational networks.

Hybrid organizations may occupy especially prominent roles in anti-
war networks because of the emphasis among peace activists on inter-
movement networking. In their survey of the Greater Vancouver area,
Carroll and Ratner (1996) find that 71.4% of peace and antiwar activists
hold memberships in multiple organizations in multiple social movements.
Their research demonstrates that these “cosmopolitan” activists are more
common in the peace and antiwar sector than in any other movement sec-
tor. Bearman and Everett (1993) similarly find that peace and antiwar
activists have a high propensity to form cross-movement networks, though
their intermovement network positions are contingent on the salience of
peace and antiwar issues. Their study of protest events in Washington,
D.C,, over the 1961-83 period reveals that Quaker, peace, and antiwar
activists had the highest degree of network centrality among protesting
groups during the Vietnam War era, though their positions became con-
siderably more peripheral during times of relative peace (p. 183).

The strategies of hybrid organizations are likely to give them advanta-
geous positions in interorganizational cocontact networks in the antiwar
movement. Thus, we state our second hypothesis:

HyroTHEsIs 2. —Organizations with hybrid identities occupy move cen-
tral positions in interovganizational cocontact networks within the antiwar
movement than do organizations whose identities do not merge antiwar and
other social movements.

Further, we argue that hybrid forms enable social movement organi-
zations to mobilize supporters competitively. They do so by catalyzing the
involvement of already well-organized constituencies in other social move-
ments that might otherwise be difficult for the social movement to reach.
The presence or absence of hybrid organizations thus provides clues as to
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which segments of the movement’s potential constituents it is likely to
mobilize. Without mature hybrid organizations, a movement may not be
able to forge culturally sensitive relationships with potential allied groups.
These considerations lead us to state our third hypothesis:

HvyrotHESsIs 3.—Organizations with hybrid identities contact more par-
ticipants in antiwar demonstrations than do organizations whose identities
do not merge antiwar and other social movements.

We test these three hypotheses using data collected at national and na-
tionally coordinated antiwar demonstrations held in the United States be-
tween 2007 and 20009. In the following section, we explain how we obtained
the required data at the individual and organizational levels.

DATA COLLECTION AND CODING

This section outlines the procedures we used for collecting and coding
data. We explain (1) our field surveys of antiwar activists, (2) how orga-
nizational data were extracted from the surveys, (3) our methods of clas-
sifying organizations on the basis of identity using content analysis of web
pages, and (4) a validity check on our coding of web pages using interviews
with prominent activists from a subsample of our organizations.

Activist Survey

We conducted a two-page, pen-and-paper survey on-site at all of the na-
tional or nationally coordinated antiwar protest events held in the United
States between January 2007 and December 2009. The surveys consisted of
questions on basic demographics, partisan affiliations, organizational af-
filiations, reasons for attending the events, histories of political participa-
tion, and attitudes toward the movement, the war, and the political system.
We learned of events by enrolling in e-mail listservs managed by United for
Peace and Justice, the ANSWER Coalition, Code Pink: Women for Peace,
World Can’t Wait, MoveOn.org, and the Washington Peace Center (in
Washington, D.C.). These listservs informed us about events sponsored by
these organizations, as well as by other organizations, as announcements of
protests are always cross-posted on multiple lists. Further, we maintained
personal relationships with leading activists in order to learn about any
major events that may have taken place without being announced on these
lists.

®Maintaining personal relationships with activists was very useful for planning pur-
poses since we often learned about events through personal contacts before they were
formally announced. However, all the events we attended were eventually announced
on at least one of the listservs we monitored.
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National protest events were most often held in Washington, D.C.
Nonetheless, some national events were held in New York (e.g., March
on Wall Street, April 4, 2009), Denver (e.g., Recreate 68 March and Rally
outside the Democratic National Convention, August 24, 2008), and
St. Paul, Minnesota (e.g., March on the Republican National Convention,
September 1, 2008). Sometimes, nationally coordinated protest events were
held at locations around the country, such as on the anniversaries of the
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. In the case of these decentralized events,
we chose to conduct surveys in Washington, D.C., as well as one city on
the East Coast, one city in the Midwest, and one city on the West Coast.
When possible, we selected New York, Chicago, and San Francisco. We
substituted Boston for New York when no major protest event was held
in New York on October 17, 2009, during a nationally coordinated mobi-
lization on this day. We conducted surveys in Los Angeles on March 15,
2008, when the protest in San Francisco was expected to be substantially
smaller than typical during a nationally coordinated nationwide mobiliza-
tion on this day. In total, we conducted surveys at 27 events (see table 1).

We had several objectives in selecting the cities in which to conduct
surveys. First, we planned to conduct surveys in the cities where the largest
protests had taken place in the earlier years of the antiwar movement
(2001-6) so that we could obtain data at the largest protests. Second, we
aimed for regional balance. Third, we sought to conduct repeated surveys
in the same cities over time in order to minimize variations due entirely to
locale. We did not conduct surveys in a broader range of cities because of
limited resources. In particular, we did not conduct surveys in southern
cities as they have seldom been the sites of large antiwar protests (Heaney
and Rojas 2006). Our approach provides an excellent representation of
participants at urban protest events. Notwithstanding, our method does
not record events in smaller cities, though we did survey representatives of
local peace organizations who attended national or nationally coordinated
protests.” Our approach neglects any differences that may exist in the role
of hybrid organizations between events held in large cities and those held in
small towns.

At each event, we hired a team of four to 10 survey staff members, de-
pending on the expected size of the crowd. Our survey teams selected re-
spondents from the crowd using the anchor-sampling method of randomi-
zation. This method required members of the research team to move
through the crowd from the periphery to the center, select an “anchor” for
the purpose of counting, and then select every fifth person from the crowd

"For an excellent study of antiwar mobilization efforts in a smaller city, see Blee and
Currier (2006).
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in sets of three persons.® Walgrave and Verhulst (2011) demonstrate that
when samples taken from a crowd of protesters are selected systemati-
cally, as we have done, then problems of selection bias and response bias
can be minimized. Overall, we conducted 5,410 surveys with a participa-
tion rate of 80.53%.° This response rate is comparable to, or better than,
response rates for major social-scientific surveys, such as the General So-
cial Survey and the American National Election Study.

Organizational Data

We used data collected in individual surveys to inform us about organi-
zations connected to demonstrators. The survey included two questions on
relationships between organizations and movement participants. In the
first question, we asked “Are you a member of any civic, community, labor,
or political organizations? (Circle ONE: YES, NO) If ‘YES,” which or-
ganizations are you a member of? (list as many as you can).” This question
provided a sample of organizations in which respondents were members,
which may or may not have been involved in their participation in anti-
war protests.’® This question reveals information about activists’ social
capital and engagement in civil society (Putnam 2000; Skocpol 2003).

In the second question, we asked “Were you contacted to attend to-
day’s event by any particular organization? (Circle ONE: YES, NO) If
‘YES,” which organization? (list as many as contacted you).” This ques-
tion reveals information about which organizations participated in the
mobilization of activists at demonstrations by contacting them regard-
ing the event. Contact could have come in a variety of forms, such as an
e-mail, a phone call, or an in-person contact. We do not assume that these
organizations were entirely responsible for the individual’s participation

8The procedure for selecting respondents was as follows: (1) All surveyors encircle the
demonstration. (2) Each surveyor selects an “anchor.” Since the anchor may not be ran-
domly chosen, that person is not interviewed. (3) The surveyor counts five persons away
from the anchor and invites that person to participate in the survey. (4) Step 3 is repeated
until three surveys have been accepted. (5) Each surveyor selects a new anchor and re-
peats the invitation process. (6) Surveying continues until the end of the demonstration.
Estimated survey response rates, broken down by race/ethnicity and sex/gender, are
reported in table A1l in app. A.

19The concept of organizational “membership” is shifting as organizations transition
from having traditional “members” to having “supporters” (Skocpol 2003). With this
question, we allow the respondent to decide whether or not she or he is a member of
an organization. Thus, our measure of membership is based on an individual’s self-
perception rather than on a legal definition of membership. Indeed, it is possible that
some respondents indicate that they are members of an organization but the organiza-
tion does not recognize these individuals as members.
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TABLE 1

EVENTS INCLUDED IN THE STUDY

Date

City of Event

Title of Event

Leading Sponsor(s)/
Coalition

1/2712007
3/17/12007
9/15/2007 . ...
10/27/2007 . . ..
10/27/2007 . . ..
10/27/2007 . . ..
3/15/2008
3/19/2008
3/19/2008
3/19/2008
3/19/2008
3/20/2008
3/22/2008

8/24/2008

9/1/2008

1/20/2009

3/21/2009
4/4/2009

10/5/2009
10/7/2009

10/17/2009 . . ..
10/17/2009 . . ..
11/7/2009

12/2/2009

Washington, D.C.

Washington, D.C.
Washington, D.C.

New York
Chicago

San Francisco
Los Angeles

Chicago

Washington, D.C.

New York
San Francisco
Chicago

New York
Denver

St. Paul, Minn.

Washington, D.C.

Washington, D.C.

New York

Washington, D.C.

Chicago

Boston

San Francisco

Washington, D.C.

New York

March on Washington

March on the Pentagon
March on Washington
National Mobilization

Against the War in Iraq

National Mobilization

Against the War in Iraq

National Mobilization

Against the War in Iraq

Five Years Too Many
Five Years Too Many
Five Years Too Many
Five Years Too Many
Five Years Too Many
Five Years Too Many
Five Years Too Many
Recreate ’68 March and
Rally
March on the RNC and
Stop the War
Inauguration Protests
March on the Pentagon

March on Wall Street

October 5th Action
Against Endless Wars

Protest on 8th

Anniversary of War on

Afghanistan
October 17th Boston
Antiwar Rally
U.S. Troops Out Now

Black Is Back Coalition
Rally

Protest Obama’s
Escalation of War in
Afghanistan!

United for Peace and
Justice

ANSWER Coalition

ANSWER Coalition

October 27 Coalition

October 27 Coalition
October 27 Coalition

Five Years Too Many
Coalition

Five Years Too Many
Coalition

Five Years Too Many
Coalition

Five Years Too Many
Coalition

Five Years Too Many
Coalition

Five Years Too Many
Coalition

Five Years Too Many
Coalition

Recreate '68

Coalition to March on
the RNC and Stop
the War

Washington Peace
Center, Arrest Bush,
World Can’t Wait

ANSWER Coalition

United for Peace and
Justice

October 5th Coalition
to End the War In
Afghanistan

ANSWER Coalition

Stop the War Coalition
Boston

October 17 Antiwar
Coalition

Black Is Back Coalition

World Can’t Wait
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

Leading Sponsor(s)/

Date City of Event Title of Event Coalition

12/2/2009 . ... Chicago Protest Obama’s World Can’t Wait
Escalation of War in
Afghanistan!

12/2/2009 . ... San Francisco Protest Obama’s World Can’t Wait
Escalation of War in
Afghanistan!

12/12/2009 . ... Washington, D.C. Anti-Escalation Rally enduswars.org

but were one of many factors that contributed to the participation deci-
sion (Snow et al. 1980; McAdam and Paulsen 1993; Rosenstone and Han-
sen 1993; Schlozman, Verba, and Brady 2012). Individuals need not be
members of the organization to receive this contact; in fact, this contact
may be the only relationship between the individual and the organiza-
tion. As a result, we assume that the first question (on membership) is more
likely to indicate longer-term organizational-constituent relationships, while
the second question (on contact) is more likely to indicate shorter-term mo-
bilization efforts.

We turned to information publicly available on the Internet to assess
the identities of the organizations referenced by our respondents. Rely-
ing on web pages as a source of information on organizational identity has
both advantages and disadvantages when compared with alternative ways
of studying organizational identity. Advantages of this approach include,
first, that identity statements can be collected at relatively low cost for a
large number of social movement organizations. Second, web pages gener-
ally include a mission statement, an “about us” statement, or other informa-
tion that the organization’s leadership intended to put forward to summa-
rize the organization’s central character, thus enabling a reasonably fair
comparison across organizations. A disadvantage of this approach is that
web pages may not reflect disagreements within the organization, or nu-
anced views of leaders, about its identity.

Previous research on organizational identity in social movements, such
as Engel (2007), Goss and Heaney (2010), and Leitz (2014), has tended to
rely heavily on multiple personal interviews as a way to assess organiza-
tional identity in case studies of a few organizations. However, in a study
of movement organizations on a large scale (such as this study), personal
interviews with hundreds of organizations would be prohibitively expensive
and would lead to a large amount of missing data when organizational in-
formants declined to participate in the interviews. Content analysis of web
pages is a valid alternative method of assessing organizational identifica-
tion, as documented by previous research on interest group identities in
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which research conducted using personal interviews yields results similar to
those from research relying only on content analysis of web pages.'

We searched the Internet for information about the organizations listed
by survey respondents. We were able to locate web pages (or vital organi-
zational information posted on a web page hosted by another organization)
for 85.31% of organizations. Once we located the organization’s web page,
we searched the Internet Archive Wayback Machine (http://www.archive
.org/) to locate an archive of the organization’s web page as close as possi-
ble to January 1, 2007."” We searched the entire available web page to
locate a statement of the organization’s identity (such as a “mission state-
ment” or an “about us” page) and to determine the ideological perspective
of the organization (i.e., radical or not radical), whether the organization
was a coalition, the accessibility of the organization to potential partici-
pants (i.e., whether or not it held open meetings), the founding year of the
organization, and the geographic scope of the organization (international,
national, regional, state, or local).

Identity Classification

We used organizational names and the texts compiled of identity state-
ments in order to classify the identities of the organizations in the sample.
We began by classifying the organizations into 11 non—mutually exclusive
categories: (1) antiwar, (2) peace, (3) peace church, (4) social justice, (5) per-
sonal identity, (6) partisan or ideological, (7) education related, (8) reli-
gious, (9) environmental, (10) labor union or labor related, and (11) other."
A team of 10 undergraduate coders placed each of the organizations into
as many or as few categories as were relevant. Their work was replicated
by a second team of 10 undergraduate coders for the purpose of establish-
ing intercoder reliability.

Coders were instructed to read the organizational names and iden-
tity statements for assertions of the “central character” of the organization,
in keeping with the definition of identity used in this study (Albert and

""Heaney (2004) conducted personal interviews with 168 U.S. national health care in-
terest groups to determine the dimensions of organizational identity that were most salient
to them. In a follow-up study, Heaney (2007) examined the web pages of 1,076 U.S.
interest groups (in all policy areas). Both studies yielded similar conclusions on the rela-
tive importance of representation and issues as dimensions of identification, despite the
difference in research methods.

12We recognize that identity is a fluid phenomenon. The way that organizations under-
stand their identities changes over time with political circumstances. In order to minimize
distortions caused by identity statements being given at different points in time, we took
snapshots of organizational identity as close to the beginning of the study period as
possible.

3 The precise coding instructions are provided in app. B.
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Whetten 1985). In following this instruction, they placed an organization
in a category on the basis of its principal focus, but not simply because it
sometimes worked on an issue in a category or it joined a coalition work-
ing on an issue in a category.'* For example, the Service Employees Inter-
national Union is a labor union. It took a position against the war in Iraq,
joined coalitions against the war, and helped to mobilize people against
the war, though its organizational identity is not as an antiwar-focused
organization. Rather, it is a case of an organization with a nonantiwar-
focused identity that also opposed the war in Iraq.

After classifying organizations into the original 11 categories, we sought
to establish a more concise category system that distinguishes the organi-
zations that hybridized the antiwar movement with other movements, is-
sues, or identities from those that did not do so. This distinction requires
that we separate organizations that were identified with the antiwar move-
ment from those that were not. Making such a distinction is inherently
problematic because the boundaries of a social movement are ambiguous
rather than clear (Hannan 2010; Fligstein and McAdam 2012). For exam-
ple, does the “antiwar movement” include organizations that identify them-
selves with the cause of “peace” in general (perhaps identifying with a no-
tion of “world peace” or “inner peace”) but that do not identify themselves
with the end to any particular war? The exact boundary of the antiwar
movement—and therefore which organizations count as hybrids—depends
on where the line is drawn.

Rather than adopt a single rule on which organizations are part of the
antiwar movement and which are not, we recognize the ambiguous bound-
aries of the movement. In doing so, we create both a narrow and a broad
definition of the antiwar movement. The narrow definition includes any
organization whose central character focused on opposing war in Iraq,
Afghanistan, or Iran; the war on terror; nuclear weapons or nuclear war;
or militarism in general. The broader definition includes any organization
that meets the narrow definition or falls under the more general heading
of “peace” such that it identifies with personal or inner peace, nonviolence
or tranquility, world peace, or peace in Israel/Palestine or aims to uncover
the truth about terrorist attacks in the United States on September 11, 2001
(the so-called 9/11 Truth organizations).

Using the narrow and broad definitions of the antiwar movement, as
well as the 11-category system described above, we created two sets of clas-
sifications. Employing the narrow definition, we classified an organization

4Most advocacy organizations become involved in issues outside their issue niches by
signing on to coalitions managed by other organizations (Hula 1999). This coalition par-
ticipation might not—indeed, often does not—require substantial participation on the part
of the coalition signatories. Organizations may merely lend their name to the coalition’s
efforts or pass information on to supporters.
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as antiwar focused if it fell into category 1 (antiwar) but did not also fall
into any other category (2—11). We classified an organization as kybrid if it
fell into category 1 and also fell into any other category (2-11). We also
classified an organization as hybrid if it fell into category 3 (peace church)
since the historic peace churches (Quaker, Mennonite, Amish, and Brethren)
are inherently antiwar-religious hybrids.” Finally, we classified an organi-
zation as nonantiwar focused if it was not classified as either antiwar or
peace church and it fell into at least one other category (2, 4—11). In sum-
mary, an antiwar-focused organization is one whose identity connects pri-
marily with the antiwar movement and not with another movement, is-
sue, or identity; a hybrid organization is one that focuses on the antiwar
movement but also focuses on some other movement, issue, or identity; and
a nonantiwar-focused organization is one that identifies itself primarily out-
side the antiwar movement (even if it sometimes works on antiwar issues).

Employing the broad definition of the antiwar movement, we classified
an organization as antiwar/peace focused if it fell into category 1 or 2 but
did not also fall into any other category (3—11). We classified an organi-
zation as hybrid if it fell into category 1 or 2 and also fell into any other
category (3—11). We also classified an organization as hybrid if it fell into
category 3. Finally, we classified an organization as nonantiwar/peace fo-
cused if it was not classified as 1, 2, or 3 and it fell into at least one other
category (4—11). This classification system does not imply that nonantiwar/
peace-focused organizations never work on antiwar issues. It only implies
that antiwar/peace concerns are not part of the organization’s central char-
acter. In summary, an antiwar/peace-focused organization is one whose
identity connects primarily with the antiwar/peace movements and not with
another movement, issue, or identity; a hybrid organizations is one that fo-
cuses on the antiwar/peace movements but also focuses on some other move-
ment, issue, or identity; and a nonantiwar/peace-focused organization is one
that identifies itself primarily outside the antiwar/peace movements (even if
it sometimes works on antiwar issues).

Besides variations in the classification of organizations due to how
movement boundaries are drawn, some variation in organizational classi-
fication may be due to differences between coders in how they read the
organizations’ identity statements. While two different coders are highly

15 For the purpose of this article, we do not code organizations that hybridize movements
other than the antiwar movement as “hybrid organizations.” For example, an organiza-
tion such as the Labor Network for Sustainability would be coded as a nonantiwar-
focused organization here. Of course, we do not deny that the Labor Network for Sus-
tainability hybridizes the labor and environmental movements. Rather, we assume that
this hybrid identity is not relevant in the context of antiwar mobilization. In another
study—perhaps of the mobilization of the environmental movement against develop-
ing the tar sands—that hybrid identity could prove very relevant.
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unlikely to code the same set of identity statements in exactly the same
way, it is important that the coding instructions be sufficiently clear that
any two trained coders reach a high level of agreement on the organiza-
tional classifications. The most broadly accepted measure of intercoder
agreement is Krippendorff’s o (Hayes and Krippendorff 2007). A Krip-
pendorff’s o > 0.80 is generally considered to be an acceptable level of
agreement among coders, with « > 0.67 viewed as the lowest conceivable
limit (Krippendorff 2004).

We conducted intercoder reliability analysis and report the results in
table C1 in appendix C. We compute reliability statistics for each of the
initial 11 categories, the three categories based on the narrow movement
definition, and the three categories based on the broad movement defini-
tion. The results, overall, indicate high intercoder agreement. In the initial
11 categories, 10 of the 11 variables exceed the standard of o > 0.80. Our
social justice coding falls short of this standard, with o = 0.77. All the
variables generated on the basis of the narrow and broad movement def-
initions exceed the standard of o > 0.80. On the basis of these results, we
have a high degree of confidence in our system of classifying organizational
identities.

Validity Check with Elite Interviews

One question that may arise in evaluating our classification of organiza-
tions on the basis of information contained in web pages is whether this
approach yields results similar to those of other approaches to assessing
organizational identity. For example, is it possible that interviews with or-
ganizational leaders might result in very different assessments of identity?
To check for this possibility, we interviewed leaders of 32 organizations in
our sample. These interviews included some of the largest national organi-
zations in the antiwar movement, but they also included smaller national
organizations and regionally or locally focused organizations. We coded the
identities of these organizations on the basis of interviews, using the same
procedures that we used for coding the web pages.

The results of our analysis reveal strong correlations between identities
classified on the basis of texts appearing on web pages and identities clas-
sified on the basis of elite interviews. The results are not identical, of course.
Much of the variation stems from the fact that, in this subsample at least,
organizations describe their identities slightly more comprehensively on
their web pages (using an average of 2.125 categories) than they did in the
interviews (using an average of 1.813 categories). We find correlations be-
tween .447 and 1.000 in comparing the initial classification of 11 identity
categories on the basis of web page texts and these classifications using in-
terviews. Using the narrow movement definition, we find correlations of .787
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for antiwar-focused organizations, .881 for hybrid organizations, and 1.000
for nonantiwar-focused organizations. Using the broad movement defini-
tion, we find correlations of .864 for antiwar/peace-focused organizations,
.878 for hybrid organizations, and 1.000 for nonantiwar/peace-focused or-
ganizations. All these correlations are statistically significant at P < .05 or
below. On the basis of these strong correlations, we conclude that identity
classifications using information on web pages would likely be very similar
to identity classifications using elite interviews.

WHO MOBILIZED THE ANTIWAR MOVEMENT?

Before we directly test our hypotheses using the data collected, this section
briefly describes the antiwar movement that emerges from the data. Which
were the major organizations that contacted participants in the movement?
What were their identities, and how did these identities overlap (or not)
with one another? What is the overall structure of the antiwar network?

Table 2 categorizes the identities of 503 of 524 organizations that con-
tributed to the mobilization of the antiwar movement from 2007 to 2009."
On average, each organization is coded into 1.750 categories, with a min-
imum of one and a maximum of five. The first column of the table indi-
cates the overall distribution of organizations, which allows organizations
to be coded into as many categories as appropriate (so the summation of
the percentages exceeds 100%). Unsurprisingly, a plurality of organizations
(41.7%) have identities that are explicitly connected with the antiwar move-
ment. The second-largest percentage (22.3%) explicitly deals with concepts
of peace. Social justice is the next most common type (20.7%), which re-
flects the efforts of the antiwar movement to unify issues of peace and jus-
tice. Partisanship-ideology (19.7%) was another major motivation of many
organizations, some of which sought to further communism, socialism,
or progressivism, others of which sought to stop President Bush or elect
Green Party candidates. Less common identities were associated with per-
sonal identities (14.4%), education (11.9%), religion (10.7%), the environ-
ment (7.1%), organized labor (3.6%), peace churches (1.0%), or other top-
ics (22.1%).

The remainder of table 2 indicates how identity categories co-occur with
one another. Unsurprisingly, antiwar and peace identities often co-occur.
Almost a third (32.9%) of antiwar organizations also identify themselves
with broader issues of peace, while 61.6% of peace organizations also iden-
tity themselves with specific opposition to war. Social justice identities reg-
ularly co-occur with antiwar identities (20.5%) or peace identities (26.1%).

1®Twenty-one of the organizations could not be classified because of insufficient infor-
mation about the organizations.
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Similarly, organizations that represent personal identities (e.g., gender)
commonly co-occur with antiwar identities (11.9%) or peace identities
(11.7%). The remaining combinations of intersections can be discerned di-
rectly from table 2.

We collapse the categories reported in table 2 into the more concise cat-
egory system. Using the narrow movement definition, we find that 14.3%
of organizations are antiwar focused, 28.2% are hybrids of antiwar and
nonantiwar concerns, and 57.5% of organizations that helped to mobilize
the movement are nonantiwar focused. Using the broader movement defi-
nition, we find that 24.3% of organizations are antiwar/peace focused,
26.4% are hybrids of antiwar/peace and nonantiwar/peace concerns, and
49.3% are nonantiwar/peace focused. Thus, regardless of whether we use
arelatively narrow or a relatively broad movement definition, we classify a
roughly similar percentage of organizations as hybrids—slightly more than
one-quarter of the organizations that contacted antiwar demonstrators.

We used responses by individuals to questions about organizational con-
tacts to draw inferences about the relative size of organizational contingents
at demonstrations and the interconnectedness of organizations. Ties between
organizations are estimated on the basis of overlapping contacts. This ap-
proach, known as “hypernetwork sampling,” produces results in which the
organizations listed by individuals are sampled in proportion to the num-
ber of contacts between groups and participating individuals (McPher-
son 1982; Kalleberg et al. 1990). This method samples an organization with
a greater presence at demonstrations with a higher probability than an
organization with a smaller presence at demonstrations, so many less active
organizations do not appear in hypernetwork samples. In total, we identi-
fied 524 distinct organizations that contacted individuals in our sample.'’
Cocontact ties similarly are sampled according to their frequency, so dyads
with fewer cocontacts were less likely to be represented in the estimated
network structure than were dyads with a greater number of cocontacts.

We report the leading 25 organizations that contacted the most dem-
onstrators in table 3. Organizations were ranked on the basis of the number
of respondents that reported being contacted by them. The organizations
most involved in mobilizing the antiwar movement during the period of
our study were the ANSWER Coalition and United for Peace and Justice
(UFPJ), two broad coalitions that sponsored the majority of antiwar dem-
onstrations. The ANSWER Coalition hybridized a strong antiwar identity
with opposition to imperialism, racism, and globalization. UFP] brought to-
gether organizations advocating a wide diversity of causes but kept its prin-

"This count includes only organizations that directly contacted individuals to en-
courage them to attend the rally in question. If an individual indicated that she or he was
a member of a particular organization but was not contacted by it, then that organi-
zation is not included in this count.
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cipal focus on opposing the wars in Iraq and, to a lesser extent, Afghanistan.
Code Pink: Women for Peace actively campaigned against war but also em-
phasized its role in speaking as women on issues such as the rape of women
in the U.S. military and violence against women worldwide. MoveOn iden-
tified itself principally on the basis of its progressive ideology. It worked, in
particular, to embolden progressive elements within the Democratic Party.
Bringing the troops home from Iraq is one of several issues that it addressed
during the study period. World Can’t Wait (WCW) galvanized antiwar ac-
tivists by crafting an ideological identity rooted in anti-imperialism and
rhetoric that was firmly anti-Bush.

Other leading organizations were a mix of antiwar-focused, hybrid, and
nonantiwar-focused organizations. The majority of these organizations
(22 of 25) had the same classification regardless of whether we used the
narrow or broad movement definition. The exact classification of Peace Ac-
tion, the Green Party, and the War Resisters League depended on whether
we took a narrow or broad view of what constitutes the antiwar move-
ment.

We visualize the interconnectedness of organizations that contacted anti-
war demonstrators using a network diagram, depicted in figure 1."* In this
graph, white circles represent antiwar/peace-focused organizations, gray
triangles represent hybrid organizations, and black squares represent non-
antiwar-focused organizations. The size of each shape is scaled to reflect the
number of demonstrators that the organization contacted between 2007 and
2009. Lines between the organizations represent interorganizational rela-
tionships, with thicker lines implying more cocontacts. The locations of or-
ganizations in the graph are determined by an iterative algorithm that
places organizations close (in a two-dimensional space) to one another if
they have similar patterns of ties with one another and more distant from
one another if they tend to be disconnected from one another (Kamada and
Kawai 1989; Borgatti, Everett, and Freeman 2011). For ease of visualiza-
tion, this figure includes only the main component of the network, which
means that organizations that are isolated from the network, or that are
tied only to less connected organizations, have been excluded from the
graph."” This analysis does not account for regional variations that may
be present from event to event.

The network depicted in figure 1 reflects the diversity of organizations
in the antiwar network. It reveals that each major type of organization
(antiwar/peace focused, hybrid, and nonantiwar/peace focused) plays a part

8We used the broad movement definition to construct this figure.

“Visualizing only the main component in this diagram in no way affects any of the
statistical analysis in this article. The overwhelming majority of the largest mobilizing
organizations are contained in the main component, so this limitation serves to simplify
the network visualization without losing important information.
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in the network. UFPJ—an antiwar/peace-focused organization—is deeply
connected to the upper center of the network, which is heavily populated
by traditional peace and justice organizations, the mainline left, and progres-
sives. MoveOn—a nonantiwar/peace-focused organization—galvanized the
lower-left side of the network, reaching out to its contacts among progres-
sives and Democrats. The ANSWER Coalition—a hybrid organization—
provided common ground on the lower-right side of the network for more
radical organizations. Code Pink and WCW-—both hybrid organizations—
occupied the center of the network and found ways to situate themselves
between the other major mobilizing groups.

The data gathered in this study reveal that the antiwar movement was
mobilized by a heterogeneous mix of organizations. Some of these identi-
fied closely with peace and the antiwar cause. Others were principally
known for their work outside of the antiwar/peace arena. Still others as-
pired to blend antiwar/peace activism with other concerns. In the follow-
ing section, we develop empirical models to test our hypotheses about the
role of hybrid organizations in the antiwar movement.

EMPIRICAL MODELS

We develop empirical models to examine social movement mobilization
at the individual level and the organizational level. At the individual level,
we model which social movement participants join hybrid organizations.
We understand the process of joining a hybrid organization as a two-stage
process. In the first stage, individuals determine how many activist orga-
nizations to join, if any, on the basis of their preferences and prior exposure
to activist organizations. Drawing on previous research on political par-
ticipation, we specify the propensity to join as dependent on individuals’
political party membership, sex/gender, age, race/ethnicity, level of educa-
tion, income, geographic location, and time (Rosenstone and Hansen 1993;
Leighley 2001; Heaney and Rojas 2007; Schlozman et al. 2012; Campbell
2013).

In the second stage, individuals determine which kinds of organizations
to join. To test hypothesis 1, we examine whether the likelihood of joining
a hybrid depends on past involvement in allied social movements.”’> We

20Past involvement in allied movements was based on responses to the following ques-
tion: “Over the course of your ENTIRE LIFETIME, which protests have you attended?
Check ALL THAT APPLY: Anti-globalization rallies; Pro-women’s rights rallies; Pro-
environmental rallies; Anti-nuclear rallies; Anti—Vietnam War rallies; Civil rights rallies;
Other.” We counted participants from antiglobalization, pro-women’s rights, civil rights,
and other rallies as having past involvement in allied movements. However, we con-
sidered participants with histories only in antinuclear or anti-Vietnam rallies to have been
participants in antiwar movements rather than in allied movements.
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recognize that the more organizations that an individual joins, the more
likely she or he is to become a member of hybrid organizations as a matter
of random coincidence rather than as a matter of deliberate choice. Thus,
modeling the number of organizational memberships—an endogenous var-
iable—is necessary as a control factor when estimating the determinants of
hybrid membership. We include political party membership, sex/gender,
race/ethnicity, income, geographic location, and time as control variables
because each of these variables indicates the degree of interest in or access
to hybrid organizations. For example, women may be more likely than men
to have an interest in joining organizations that represent gendered inter-
sections with the antiwar movement, thus potentially increasing their likeli-
hood of joining hybrid organizations.

Because this is a two-stage model, it is necessary to use instrumental
variables in order for the model to be identified. In order to be a valid in-
strument, a variable must correlate with the endogenous variables of the
equation but be uncorrelated with the equation disturbance (Sovey and
Green 2010; Bollen 2012). That is, an instrumental variable must be a cause
of the dependent variable in stage 1 but not a cause of the dependent variable
in stage 2. We identified two variables that meet these criteria. Age and
education are expected to affect the number of organizations that an indi-
vidual joins; individuals have more opportunities to join organizations as
they age and become more educated. However, neither age nor education
is expected to affect whether an individual joins a hybrid organization, in
particular, as opposed to other kinds of organizations. Including these var-
iables in the first-stage equation, while not including them in the second-
stage equation, allows them to serve as instrumental variables in this two-
stage model.

At the organizational level, we model the position of organizations in
interorganizational cocontact networks and the number of participants con-
tacted to attend demonstrations. Our first organizational-level model ex-
amines the determinants of organizations’ centrality in the interorganizational
cocontact network. To test hypothesis 2, we examine whether organizations
with hybrid identities are more central to the interorganizational cocontact
network than are nonhybrid organizations.

For the purpose of statistical control, we model centrality as a function of
several organizational characteristics. Organizational ideology (i.e., whether
or not the organization is radical) may shape an organization’s ability to
relate to others in a network, affecting its network position (Haines 1988;
Heaney and Rojas 2008; Woehrle, Coy, and Maney 2008).”' Organizations

21We coded an organization as “radical” if information contained on its web page indicated
that the organization promotes views that aspire to overturn the basic structure of Amer-
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structured as coalitions may be more likely than noncoalitions to take the
lead in mobilizing participants in protest events, thus providing them more
central network positions (Gerhards and Rucht 1992; Meyer and Corrigall-
Brown 2005; Murphy 2005; Tarrow 2005; Levi and Murphy 2006; Heaney
and Rojas 2008).” Organizations that hold open meetings may have a greater
degree of democratization in their organizational styles, which may open
access to a wider group of movement participants than do organizations
without such meetings, thus increasing their network centrality (Fung 2003;
Polletta 2004). Older organizations may be more well adapted to their en-
vironments than are younger organizations and, therefore, more likely to
achieve central positions in contact networks (Hannan and Freeman 1989).
Organizations that are national or international in scope organize on a wider
geographic basis than those organized at the local, state, or regional level,
likely increasing their relative network centrality (McCarthy and Wolfson
1996). Finally, organizations with functioning web pages may be more likely
to reach broad audiences than are organizations without web pages, thus
increasing their relative network centrality (Nah, Veenstra, and Shah 2006).

Our second organizational-level analysis examines the number of con-
tacts that an organization makes to participants in street demonstrations.
To test hypothesis 3, we examine whether organizations with hybrid iden-
tities contact more participants than do nonhybrid organizations. For the
purpose of statistical control, we model mobilization as a function of the
same organizational characteristics that we identified above in the first
organizational-level model. We expect that radical organizations, coalitions,
organizations that hold open meetings, older organizations, national or in-
ternational organizations, and organizations with functioning web pages
contact more participants in antiwar demonstrations than do organizations
that do not have these characteristics. Additionally, we expect that comem-
bership ties with other organizations that contact participants in the dem-
onstrations increase an organization’s mobilization potential by making par-
ticipants more aware of its work and increasing its access to information
within the movement (Baldassarri and Diani 2007; Diani 2009).

ican society or government. For example, an organization that explicitly advocated com-
munism or socialism was coded as radical.

22We coded an organization as a coalition if it is an organization comprising other au-
tonomous organizations (Wilson 1995, p. 267). An organization that haslocal chapters that
are subservient to a national or state organization (e.g., Code Pink: Women for Peace, Iraq
Veterans Against the War) was not coded as a coalition. However, an organization formed
to serve the interests of other freestanding organizations (e.g., UFP], the ANSWER
Coalition) was coded as a coalition. Having the word “coalition” in its name was neither a
necessary nor a sufficient condition for an organization to be coded as a coalition. Some
organizations may describe themselves as coalitions but not satisfy Wilson’s definition,
while others may not have “coalition” in the organization’s name but satisfy the definition.
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STATISTICAL RESULTS
Individual-Level Analysis

We begin by examining individual-level behavior by reporting descrip-
tive statistics from the survey in table 4. These results offer an overview of
participants in the antiwar movement during the 2007-9 period. This pe-
riod was characterized by the demobilization of the movement (Heaney
and Rojas 2011) and disunity between its leading coalitions, UFP] and the
ANSWER Coalition (Heaney and Rojas 2008). Individuals were members
of an average of 0.897 activist organizations per person, ranging from zero
memberships to seven memberships. Using the narrow movement definition,
approximately 18.7% of respondents claimed membership in a hybrid orga-
nization. Using the broad movement definition, approximately 17.5% of re-
spondents claimed membership in a hybrid organization. Roughly 79.4%
had been involved with a nonantiwar/peace movement in their past. The
sample was 51.6% female and 81.9% white. The mean age was 40 years;
the age distribution was bimodal, with relative peaks in the 20s and the 50s.
The partisan divide of protesters was roughly 39.0% members of the Dem-
ocratic Party and 14.7% members of minor parties, with the remainder
largely unaffiliated with political parties (less than 1% identified as Repub-
licans). This sample was highly educated, with the modal participant having
completed at least some graduate education, though the mean income was
$38,287 per year.

To test hypothesis 1, we estimated a two-equation model using a two-
stage mixed-process estimator (Roodman 2011).” We estimated two ver-
sions of this model: one using the narrow movement definition and one using
the broad movement definition (see table 5). The exact parameter estimates
differ between the narrow and broad specifications, yet the pattern of sta-
tistically significant and insignificant results is identical in both specifica-
tions. We predict an individual’s total number of organizational member-
ships in the first-stage equations. In these models, individuals have a higher

23 A two-stage estimator is required because the number of organizational memberships
is an endogenous variable. A mixed-process estimator is necessary because the number
of organizational memberships is a count variable, requiring a different estimation
process than whether or not an individual is a member of a hybrid organization, which is
a binary variable. The mixed-process approach allows the estimation of the different
processes in the same system of equations. Identification is achieved by using instru-
mental variables. The estimates are weighted to adjust for differences in the probability
of selection into the sample based on differences in sex/gender and race/ethnicity, as
reported in table Al in app. A. We also accounted for potential variations in adminis-
tration of the survey from surveyor to surveyor by estimating the variance using robust
cluster analysis. The cluster analysis takes into account that the geographic structure of
the protest tends to be clustered by group (e.g., the labor contingent gathers in one area,
the anarchists gather in another area), so it is possible that the samples taken by indi-
vidual surveyors are biased toward particular groups.
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TABLE 5

MiIxED PROCESS TWO-STAGE MODEL OF INDIVIDUAL

MEMBERSHIP IN HYBRID ORGANIZATIONS

NARROW MOVEMENT

BroaD MOVEMENT

DEFINITION DEFINITION
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 1 Stage 2
Total number of organiza-
tional memberships
(endogenous) . ............. (15 (1 3k
(o1) (o1)
Participation in nonantiwar
movements . .............. L03#H* .02%%*
(.01) (.01)
Member of minor political
party ... Ve .01 Vo .01
(.06) (.02) (.06) (.02)
Member of Democratic
Party ......... ... ... ... .. .02 —.03%* .02 —.03%%*
(.04) (.01) (.04) (.01)
Sex/gender is female .......... .01 .01 .01 .01
(.04) (.01) (.04) (.01)
Ageinyears ................ KO L01%#%%
(.00) (-:00)
Race/ethnicity is white . .. ... ... .16% .01 16% .01
(.07) (.02) (.07) (.02)
Race/ethnicity is black/
African-American . .......... —.11 —.03 —.11 —.03
(.09) (.02) (.09) (.02)
Race/ethnicity is Latino ........ .02 —.03 .02 —.04
(.09) (.02) (.09) (.02)
Race/ethnicity is Asian .. ....... .10 .01 .20 .01
(12) (.03) (12) (02)
Level of education . ........... .09k .09FH*
(.o1) (.01)
Income ($1,0008) .. ........... — .00k —.00%s#* —.00%s# —.00%#
(.00) (.00) (00) (.00)
Surveyed in Boston . .......... .06 .04 .06 .03
(.09) (.02) (.09) (.02)
Surveyed in Chicago .......... —.18% —.02 —.18% —.02
(.09) (.02) (.09) (.02)
Surveyed in Denver . .......... —.35% —. 11 —.35% —.10%%*
(.16) (.02) (.16) (.02)
Surveyed in Los Angeles ....... .02 —.04 .02 —.04
(12) (02) (12) (.03)
Surveyed in St. Paul .......... —.23%% —.Q9#** —.23%% —.08%#**
(.0875) (.02) (.09) (.02)
Surveyed in New York ........ .06 —.06%#* .06 —.05%*
(07) (02) (07) (02)
Surveyed in San Francisco . . .. .. —.09 —.04 —.09 —.03
(.06) (.02) (.06) (.02)
Surveyed in 2007 .. ........... — .25k —.00 — . 25%k* —.01
(.07) (.01) (.07) (.01)
Surveyed in 2008 . .. .......... —.17% .05%* —.17% .04%
(.08) (.02) (.08) (.02)
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TABLE 5 (Continued)

NArRROW MOVEMENT

Broap MOVEMENT

DEFINTTION DEFINITION
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 1 Stage 2
Constant . .................. —. 7% .03 — T .05
(.10) (.02) (.10) (.02)
IN(0)) « e —1.16% —1.18%k
(02) (02)
arctan(p,) oo .08%* L1
(.04) (.04)
N o 5,214 5,214
Flo, 130 oo 26.48 23.16

NotE.—Stage 1 = total number of organizational memberships; Stage 2 = member of hybrid
organization. Numbers in parentheses are SEs. Observations are weighted on the basis of
sample probabilities and clustered on the basis of sampling units. Missing values are imputed
using complete-case imputation, restricted to the range of the variable.

* P<.05.

¥ P<.01.

##% P <.001.

total number of organizational memberships if they are a member of a
minor political party, if they are older, if their race/ethnicity is white, if they
have a higher level of education, if they have a lower level of income, if
they were not surveyed in Chicago, Denver, or St. Paul (as opposed to
Washington, D.C.), and if they were surveyed in 2009 (as opposed to 2007 or
2008).%*

In the second-stage equations, we predict an individual’s likelihood of
joining a hybrid organization. Consistent with hypothesis 1, we find that
people who have a history of involvement in nonantiwar movements are
more likely to join hybrids than are people who do not have such a history.
This finding supports the view that hybrid organizations are a place for
individuals with a movement background outside the peace movement.
This result may have been obtained because these people seek out mem-
berships in hybrid organizations, because they are sought out by hybrids,
or for some combination of these reasons.”

24The positive relationship between age and number of organizational memberships may
be due to a gradual accumulation of organizational memberships as people age. Alter-
natively, it may be a result of common behaviors among cohorts of activists in the sample,
such as the Vietnam-era cohort. For a discussion, see Caren, Ghoshal, and Ribas (2011).
25Some readers may be interested in knowing how much of this effect is driven by the
motivation of individuals to be a part of hybrids vs. how much of this effect is driven by
recruitment activities at the organizational level. Our data do not contain the information to
distinguish between these effects. Nonetheless, it is easy to imagine that such a question
might be the subject of future research. Such a study would require data at both the
individual and organization levels on individuals that were contacted, those that were not
contacted, and which individuals turned out at events vs. which ones did not.
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Examination of coefficients on the control variables indicates that mem-
bers of the Democratic Party were less likely to join hybrid organizations
than were nonmembers. Lower-income people were more likely to join hy-
brid organizations than were higher-income people. Persons surveyed in
Denver, St. Paul, and New York were less likely to be members of hybrid
organizations than were individuals surveyed in Washington, D.C. (which
was the base of comparison). Individuals surveyed in 2008 were more
likely to join hybrid organizations than were individuals surveyed in 2007
or 2009.

The endogenous parameter for total organizational membership showed
that individuals who joined more organizations in total were also more
likely to join hybrids. However, we do not attribute substantive impor-
tance to this finding as such a result would occur even if individuals joined
hybrid organizations on a purely random basis. Rather, this variable is in-
cluded in the model in order to ensure consistent estimation of the other
variables in the second-stage equation.

We used complete-case imputation to estimate the values of missing ob-
servations (Little 1988; Wood et al. 2005). This method uses the nonmiss-
ing data from other independent variables in a model to predict the missing
values in a standard, linear regression model. We constrain these predic-
tions according to the possible values of a variable. For example, in a vari-
able constrained to the interval [0, 1], we adjust a prediction outside this
interval to the boundary of the interval (e.g., —0.03 would be recoded 0O
and 1.03 would be recoded 1). The use of complete-case imputation is ap-
propriate given the relatively low percentage of missing data (King et al.
2001). In the individual-level regression, all variables have less than 4%
missing data except income, which has 7.51% missing data (see table 4).”

It is important to evaluate whether the instrumental variables employed
in this analysis satisfy the criteria of good instruments; otherwise the mod-
els may suffer from “empirical underidentification” (Bollen 2012, p. 57). First,
we use Basmann’s (1960) overidentification test to determine if age and
education satisfy the condition of uncorrelated residuals (see also Bollen
2012, p. 56). In line with this procedure, a regression analysis shows that
age and education do not significantly correlate with the residuals, as re-
quired (narrow F, s = 0.94, P =.393; broad F, s = 1.29, P = .279).
Second, we use Bound, Jaeger, and Baker’s (1995) test to determine if the
instruments sufficiently correlate with the endogenous variable (see also
Bollen 2012, p. 57). In line with this procedure, a regression analysis shows
that age and education correlate significantly with number of organiza-
tional memberships, as required (narrow F, 5, = 153.59, P <.001; broad

26Some respondents may be sensitive about answering questions about income because
they view this information as private (Schafer and Graham 2002, p. 171).
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F, 156 = 130.15, P <.001). On the basis of this analysis, we conclude that
our instrumental variables are satisfactory for the purpose of estimating
the two-stage equation model.

As a robustness check on our model specification, we considered whether
our test of hypothesis 1 was sensitive to event-level differences between the
demonstrators. Since events differ in their sponsoring organizations, loca-
tions, and times of the year, it is possible that they vary in their propen-
sity to attract individuals from hybrid organizations for these reasons.
Hence, we estimated alternative versions of the models in which we in-
cluded dummy variables for each event rather than dummy variables for
each city.”” The results (which are not reported here but are available from
the authors on request) show that coefficients on participation in nonantiwar
movements remain positive and statistically significant, thus remaining con-
sistent with hypothesis 1.

Organizational-Level Analysis

The descriptive statistics of the characteristics of the contacting organi-
zations are reported in table 6.”® On average, each organization had a
centrality of 0.026 and contacted about two respondents in the sample per
year.”” Yet there was great variation in annual contacts, ranging from zero
respondents to 142 respondents. Hybrid organizations made up 28.1% of
the population using the narrow movement definition and 26.5% using the
broad movement definition. About 13.1% of all organizations had radical
ideologies (such as socialist or revolutionary), 7.6% were organized as
coalitions, 63.1% allowed democratic participation by holding open meet-
ings, 47.5% were national or international in scope, and 85.0% had a web
page that we were able to locate. The median founding year was 1998. Each
organization had an average of 1.82 comembership ties with other orga-
nizations.

We estimated a Tobit panel model of centrality in which organizations
were observed at three points in time (2007, 2008, and 2009).”° We adopted

27 City and event-level dummy variables cannot be included in the same specification
because of perfect multicollinearity between some cities and events.

?8This sample comprises contacting organizations and does not include organizations
that were listed only as membership organizations. Organizations were observed an-
nually for between one and three years.

29We used the “eigenvector” measure for centrality. This approach uses an iterative
algorithm that weights the centrality of an organization more if it is tied to other highly
central organizations (Bonacich 1987). This measure is preferred, in part, because pre-
vious research shows that it has greater stability in samples than do other measures
(Costenbader and Valente 2003). We report the descriptive statistics disaggregated by
identity type in table D1 in app. D.

30For an explanation of the mathematical logic of the Tobit model, see Tobin (1958).

1082

This content downloaded from 141.213.236.110 on Tue, 6 May 2014 12:22:20 PM
All use subject to JISTOR Terms and Conditions




Hybrid Activism

TABLE 6
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR CONTACTING ORGANIZATIONS

Variable N Mean Median SD Min Max % Imputed
Centrality in contact network . ... ... 337 .03 .0005 .13 —.60 .68 NA
Count of protesters contacted . ...... 1,540 1.61 0 745 0 142 NA
Hybrid organization (narrow) = 1 ... 1,477 .28 0 45 0 1 4.01
Hybrid organization (broad) = 1 .... 1,477 .27 0 44 0 1 4.01
Radical organization =1 .......... 1,417 .13 0 34 0 1 7.82
Coalition =1 .................. 1,297 .08 0 27 0 1 15.46
Holds open meetings = 1 .......... 1,297 .63 1 48 0 1 15.46
Year founded .................. 1,048 1979 1998 64.28 1054 2009  31.68
National scope =1 .............. 1,384 48 1 S50 0 1 9.92
Hasawebpage=1 ............. 1,540 .85 1 360 1 .00
Number of comembership ties ...... 1,540 1.82 0 554 0 54 .00

Note.—The sample size is based on annual organizational counts, so each organization ap-
pears in the data a maximum of three times. Centrality in contact network, count of protest-
ers contacted, and number of comembership ties vary on an annual basis. The remaining
variables do not vary annually. Centrality in contact network includes only noncensored obser-
vations; observations are censored if we did not observe any of the organization’s cocontacts in
the network.

the same procedures for treating missing data as in the individual-level
models. The results are reported in table 7. The Tobit model is appropriate
because we observe a nonzero centrality level in only 337 cases, which is
the number of organizations in which we observe at least one cocontact
with at least one other organization in the data. Since not all of the cocon-
tacts in the population appear in the sample, if an organization’s cocontact
is not in the sample, then the centrality value for that organization is as-
signed as zero. The Tobit model first predicts whether or not we observe a
nonzero centrality level and then predicts the level of centrality.”’ Consis-
tent with hypothesis 2, the results reveal that hybrid organizations are
more central in the interorganizational cocontact network than are non-
hybrid organizations, all else equal, for both the narrow and broad move-
ment definitions. Coalitions appear to be significantly more central than
other organizations when using the broad movement definition, but not
when using the narrow movement definition. Both specifications indicated
that organizations of national or international scope are more central than
organizations of local, state, or regional scope.

31Because the centrality scores of individual organizations in a network are not inde-
pendent of one another, we conducted permutation tests to determine whether the non-
independence of observations affected the conclusions of our analysis (Cochran and Cox
1957; Kirkland 2013). The models are estimated using permutation tests that yielded
conclusions identical to those conducted using the standard Tobit methodology, which
indicates that nonindependence is not a problem in our analysis. Special thanks go to
Lorien Jasny for her assistance in conducting these tests.
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TABLE 7
ToB1T PANEL MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CENTRALITY, 20079

CENTRALITY IN THE CONTACT NETWORK®

Narrow Movement Broad Movement
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE Definition Definition
Hybrid organization =1 ............ .62k .5004 %%
(.11) (.11)
Radical organization =1 ............ .08 .09
(.14) (.15)
Coalition =1 .................... .30 .38%
(.18) (.19)
Holds open meetings = 1 ............ .02 .04
(.11) (.11)
Year founded .................... —.00 —.00
(.00) (.00)
National or international scope =1 .. .. 73 70
(.12) (.12)
Hasawebpage =1 ............... .08 .14
(.17) (.17)
Constant . ....................... —1.52 —1.74
(1.68) (1.72)
O o 13 24
(.34) (.18)
O o 1.38%k 1.38%%k
(.07) (.07)
D 01 03
(.04) (.04)
Wald x> (df =7) ..o 88.93%#% 77.36%%*
Log likelihood . .. ................. —1,050.52 —1,056.70

NoTe.—N = 1,540; left-censored observations = 1,203; uncensored observations = 337.
Numbers in parentheses are SEs. Missing values are imputed using complete-case imputation,
restricted to the range of the variable.

# Dependent variable.

* P<.05.

*# P<.01.

#EE P < 001,

We estimated a negative binomial panel model of organizational mobi-
lization in which organizations were observed at three points in time (2007,
2008, and 2009).*”> We adopted the same procedures for treating missing
data as in the previous models. The results are reported in table 8. The
negative binomial model is appropriate because the dependent variable is
a count of demonstrators per organization and is overdispersed. Consistent
with hypothesis 3, the results demonstrate that hybrid organizations con-
tact significantly more demonstrators than do nonhybrid organizations, all
else equal, using both the narrow and broad movement definitions. Both

32For an explanation of the mathematical logic of the negative binomial model, see
Cameron and Trivedi (1998, pp. 70-72).
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TABLE 8
NEGATIVE BINOMIAL PANEL MODEL OF ORGANIZATIONAL CONTACTS, 2007-9

CoUNT OF PROTESTERS CONTACTED®

Narrow Movement Broad Movement
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE Definition Definition
Hybrid organization = 1 ........... 43k A40%FF
(.10) (.10)
Radical organization = 1 ........... 4 3FEE A4HEE
(.13) (.13)
Coalition =1 ................... .00 .08
(.17) (.17)
Holds open meeting =1 ........... 11 11
(.10) (.10)
Year founded ................... .00 .00
(.00) (.00)
National or international scope = 1 . .. 20%% 26%
(.10) (.10)
Hasawebpage=1 .............. .10 13
(.15) (.14)
Number of comembership ties ....... .08%*% .08
(.00) (.00)
Constant . ...................... —2.32 —2.33
(1.90) (1.90)
Oy oo 6.03 6.00
(.74) (.74)
O e 4.76 4.75
(.65) (.65)
Wald x* (df=8) .................. 566.52 567.43
Log likelihood ... ................ —1,941.17 —1,942.92

NoTe.—N = 1,540. Numbers in parentheses are SEs. Missing values are imputed using
complete-case imputation, restricted to the range of the variable.

# Dependent variable.

* P<.05.

# P <.01.

#EE P <.001.

specifications further indicate that radical organizations tend to contact
more participants per organization than do nonradical organizations. Orga-
nizations that were national or international in scope attracted more dem-
onstrators than did organizations with a regional, state, or local scope.
Further, the results indicate that comemberships with other mobilizing or-
ganizations are valuable in contacting demonstrators. We did not detect dif-
ferences in contacts that depended on whether or not the organization was a
coalition, held open meetings, or had a web page. No significant variations
in contacts depended on organizational age.

We conducted a variety of robustness checks on all the organizational
models to make sure that our modeling decisions did not influence the
finding on the significance of hybrid organizations. First, we considered
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whether the way in which we classified organizations as antiwar/peace
focused, hybrid, or nonantiwar/peace focused may have affected the results.
We estimated models that excluded anti-—nuclear war organizations from
the antiwar category and 9/11 Truth organizations from the peace category.
We considered the effects of reclassifying leading organizations, including
UFPJ, ANSWER, and MoveOn. We estimated models using the categories
constructed by the second coding team (which created comparative cate-
gorizations for intercoder reliability). Second, we considered the effects of
alternative ways of composing the organizational sample. Specifically, we
estimated one set of models that excluded all coalitions from the data and
a second set of models that included only organizations for which we found
an archived web page. Third, we considered alternative specifications of
the models. We considered one set of specifications in which we included a
dummy variable for antiwar-focused or antiwar/peace-focused organiza-
tion. We considered another set of specifications in which we included a
variable for organizational assets reported for tax purposes. We do not re-
port these results here, but they are available from the authors on request.
Although the exact results varied from model to model, every alternative
model indicated that the variable on hybrid organizations is positive and
statistically significant. These results suggest strongly that the tests of our
hypotheses are robust to reasonable variations in models of organizational
networks and contacts.

Overall, the results of our data analysis establish that hybrid organiza-
tions play a special role in peace mobilization. Antiwar activists who also
have backgrounds outside the antiwar movement are disproportionately
likely to join hybrid organizations. Hybrid organizations have higher cen-
trality, all else equal, than do nonhybrid organizations, which affords them
strategically valuable positions in interorganizational cocontact networks.
Hybrid organizations contact more demonstrators, all else equal, than do
nonhybrid organizations. Thus, organizations with hybrid identities stand
out from other organizations in the mobilization process.

IMPLICATIONS FOR HYBRIDS, NETWORKS, AND MOVEMENTS
Implications for the Study of Hybrid Organizations

The findings of this research unambiguously demonstrate that organiza-
tions with hybrid identities play an important role in mobilizing partici-
pation in the antiwar movement. What, if anything, do the results reveal
about hybrid organizations in general?

Our analysis contradicts the notion that hybrid organizations experience
an illegitimacy discount (Zuckerman 1999) under all circumstances. In-
stead, this research is consistent with recent studies claiming that the il-
legitimacy discount is less applicable when hybridization is common, cat-
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egorical boundaries are more ambiguous, and the relevant audience con-
sists of activists (Rao et al. 2005; Hannan et al. 2007; Kovacs and Hannan
2010; Hsu et al. 2012). For activists, the benefits of tailoring an organiza-
tion’s identity to the needs of the individual-—and the loyalty that this tai-
loring promotes—appear to outweigh any confusion generated by strad-
dling categorical boundaries. Rather, organizations with hybrid identities
often thrive within social movements.

Since our analysis focuses on activists—an audience that is inside social
movements—an important direction for future research would be to ex-
plore the reception of hybrid organizations by audiences that are outside
social movements. How is an organization such as Iraq Veterans Against
the War (IVAW) viewed by relevant external audiences, such as policy
makers, journalists, and the public? We suspect that the blending of cat-
egories in this case—veterans that are expected to be supporters of wars
that they fought in and activists that oppose war—may cause some con-
fusion among observers. Yet, one goal of an organization such as IVAW
is to instigate confusion along these lines. It aims to have external audi-
ences ask, how is it possible for an individual both to be a veteran and to
oppose war? By stimulating questions like these, [IVAW aspires to educate
the public and move public opinion against war.

At the same time, we can imagine hybrid organizations that would prob-
ably face difficulties—either inside or outside of social movements—which
suggests limits to hybridization as a strategy. For example, a hypothetical
organization called Republicans Against the War would likely encounter
obstacles, especially during the administration of a Republican president.
Potential grass roots constituents in the Republican Party would almost
certainly be suspicious of the origins and funding behind such an organiza-
tion. Individual Republicans opposing war might not feel comfortable at-
tending antiwar demonstrations dominated by progressives, liberals, and
leftists, even if they were marching under a Republicans Against the War
banner. The cultural disconnect between self-identified Republicans and
the antiwar movement may be too great to traverse.

These examples suggest that the prospects for success by hybrid organi-
zations may depend on whether a particular combination of categories is
viewed as legitimate by relevant audiences. Thus, an illegitimacy discount
may not be applied simply because an organization is hybrid, but be based
on the judgments that relevant audiences make about the specific hybrid-
ization crafted by the organization. Audiences may group identities into
broader categories based on appropriateness. Within these categories, hy-
bridization may not be penalized, while hybridization across these larger
groupings may trigger an illegitimacy discount. Further research might as-
sess how these groupings of identities are formed and maintained in the
eyes of audiences by probing the “logics of appropriateness” (Clemens
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1997) that determine when boundary crossing is likely to succeed and
when it is likely to fail. An analysis along these lines would deepen our
understanding of the conditions under which—and the degree to which—
hybrid organizations attain legitimacy.

Implications for the Study of Interorganizational Networks

Interorganizational networks play an important role in sustaining com-
munities within social movements (Diani 2009). These networks promote
the diffusion of protest tactics (Wang and Soule 2012), influence activists’
attitudes toward collaboration with authorities (Ansell 2003), and protect
movements from the effects of rifts among movement leaders (Heaney and
Rojas 2008). Central positions in these networks are valuable. Burt (1992)
advises that actors can achieve desirable positions in networks by bridging
structural holes. Yet, the extant literature provides little guidance on how
organizations can locate and fill these holes.

This research demonstrates that one way for social movement organi-
zations to bridge structural holes is to craft identities across multiple social
movements. By linking identity and network structure, this research pro-
vides important guidance to organizations for how to improve their po-
sitions in interorganizational networks. Organizations may be able to pin-
point opportunities for spanning structural holes without having detailed
information on linkages between other organizations in interorganiza-
tional networks. Instead, a good understanding of identities of leading or-
ganizations in a network—and how those identities span significant cate-
gorical boundaries—may aid an organization in strategizing to improve its
network position.

As they secure positions in interorganizational networks, hybrid organi-
zations also establish themselves within the broader ecology of organiza-
tional affiliations. McPherson (1983) explains that organizations compete
by attracting members with a range of sociodemographic attributes. In
doing so, they create niches that are defined by individuals who associate
with each other because they have similar traits (e.g., highly educated
people living in proximity to each other). McPherson (2004, p. 274) notes
that these “niches will, of course, interpenetrate each other, since homo-
phily is not perfectly strong. The extent of interpenetration is a variable
which is in principle explicable by the mechanism of the model. . . . We
will discover that some entities are facilitative rather than competitive.”
Our analysis of hybrid organizations is one example of the dynamic that
McPherson describes. Antiwar activists that find allies among identity
groups—such as women, veterans, and students—facilitate cooperation
among movements that might otherwise compete with one another.
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Therefore, our analysis provides insight into which regions of the antiwar
movement’s niche are susceptible to interpenetration by other movements
(e.g., intersections with gender) and which are not (e.g., conservatives).

The prominence of hybrid organizations in social movements further
speaks to the evolution of interorganizational networks over time (Padgett
and Powell 2012). Our analysis documents how the networks of a new
social movement are built from networks originating in previous social
movements. Hybrid organizations further link a social movement to future
movements, which are likely to draw on these hybrids as they seek to reach
critical mass. For example, World Can’t Wait—born during the antiwar
movement after 9/11—Ilater became a supporter of the Occupy Wall Street
movement (World Can’t Wait 2013; see also Smyth 2012). If hybrid or-
ganizations are vital to the growth of new movements, then they may also
be critical to understanding how interorganizational networks become in-
tegrated across movements over time (Bearman and Everett 1993; Carroll
and Ratner 1996).

Implications for the Study of Social Movements

Although the empirical focus of this study is the antiwar movement, hybrid
organizations are an important part of many social movements. Recent
history furnishes a plethora of significant examples. The Southern Chris-
tian Leadership Conference hybridized the civil rights movement with the
black church to lead nonviolent civil disobedience against the Jim Crow
South, most notably the Montgomery Bus Boycott (McAdam 1982). Cath-
olics for a Free Choice (CFC) was founded in 1972 to hybridize the social
justice tradition of the Catholic Church with the pro-choice movement for
women’s reproductive rights (Staggenborg 1991, p. 60). Since the Catholic
Church has taken such a strong stand against abortion, CFC is one of the
few institutionalized links between the pro-choice movement and Amer-
ica’s millions of Catholics. Similarly, the Log Cabin Republicans began in
California in 1978 as an effort by ideologically conservative gay and lesbian
citizens to stop a statewide ballot initiative that would have banned gays
and lesbians from teaching in public schools (Rimmerman 2000, p. 67). Log
Cabin became a national organization in 1990 and today is the most prom-
inent link between the gay rights movement and the Republican Party.
The fact that hybrid organizations are active in many social movements
does not necessarily imply that the roles they play in these movements are
similar to the ones they play in the antiwar movement. We suspect that the
inherently cyclical nature of antiwar activism—which revolves principally
around infrequently occurring major wars—may make hybrid organiza-
tions proportionately more important to the antiwar movement than to
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many other movements. Other movements evolve through protest cycles
(Tarrow 1993, 2011), of course, though the need for “sudden” mobilization
may be more pronounced during antiwar mobilization than during typi-
cal mobilizations on other causes (Reese et al. 2010). If so, then the hybrid
effects detected in this study may reasonably provide a rough upper bound
for these effects. Future research should examine the relationship between
the amplitude of protest cycles and the reliance of movements on hybrids.
If our analysis is correct, then movements that have protest cycles of greater
amplitude should rely more heavily on hybridization than movements with
cycles of smaller amplitude.

Our research documents positive effects of hybridization on mobiliza-
tions for peace. However, there are good reasons to believe that hybrid-
ization could have negative effects on movements’ mobilization efforts
under some conditions. For example, if a movement is experiencing “spill-
out”—when activists in one movement systematically shift their energies
to an allied movement (Hadden and Tarrow 2007)—then hybrids have
the potential to encourage, rather than mitigate, additional spill-out. Future
research should seek to establish the conditions under which hybrid orga-
nizations alternatively pull supporters away from a movement, push sup-
porters to work on a new cause, or sustain symbiotic mobilizations to the
advantage of both movements. Research on organizations in other social
movements might fruitfully probe the conditions under which hybrids
suffer costs when their identities are contested. We conjecture that legit-
imacy challenges would be most common and successful when the hy-
bridized movements are not miscible, but would be less common and less
effective the greater the miscibility of the movements.

CONCLUSION

Research on hybrid organizations in some organizational fields (such as
the feature film industry) points to the challenges that actors experience
when they possess hybrid identities. However, within the domain of so-
cial movements, intermovement dependency mitigates the illegitimacy dis-
count for hybridization. For social movement organizations, blending orga-
nizational categories is an expected strategy rather than an aberration from
the norm. The legitimacy or illegitimacy of these organizations is more likely
to be determined by other factors, such as the authenticity with which they
represent intersectional identities.

Our analysis deepens the understanding of intermovement dependency
by illuminating how hybrid organizations are a vital part of the mobiliza-
tion process for peace. These organizations have a noticeable role at
the individual and organizational levels. Hybrid organizations help people
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with backgrounds in other social movements to connect with the antiwar
movement. Possessing hybrid identities enables organizations to serve as in-
termovement representatives in coalitions, to occupy central positions within
networks, and to get people into the streets at antiwar demonstrations. As a
result, the antiwar movement would likely have encountered difficulties sus-
taining mobilization if it had not been able to connect with other movements
through hybrid organizations.

The antiwar movement in the United States during the 2000s did not
stop U.S. wars in Iraq or Afghanistan. Still, it would be premature to con-
clude that the antiwar movement did not have significant consequences
for American politics and society. The movement stimulated interaction
among social movements in the United States. It educated new activists.
It provided a testing ground for new organizing modes and tactics, particu-
larly those linked to the rise of the Internet (Nah et al. 2006; Rojas 2009).
Indeed, the social and political consequences of the antiwar movement of
the 2000s are likely to be borne out in the coming decades as hybrid orga-
nizations that grew out of the movement after 9/11—such as the ANSWER
Coalition, Code Pink: Women for Peace, and World Can’t Wait—apply
their experiences to a wide range of political developments. The quick mo-
bilization of these organizations against a potential U.S. attack on Syria in
2013—while most of the antiwar movement of the 2000s remained quies-
cent—testifies to the enduring power of intermovement hybridization as
a strategy for antiwar mobilization.

APPENDIX A

TABLE A1
ESTIMATED SURVEY RESPONSE RATES WITH BREAKDOWN
BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND SEX/GENDER

ESTIMATED SEX/GENDER

EstmMATED RaCE/ETHNICITY Male Female ToraL
White . ................. 78 .84 .81
Black/African-American . . . . . .66 75 .70
Latino.................. 77 .89 .83
Asian . ................. .79 .87 .84
Other .................. .89 .88 .89

Total ................. 7 .84 .81

Note.—Estimates of race/ethnicity and sex/gender of nonrespondents are based on sur-
veyor’ subjective impressions. Race/ethnicity and sex of respondents are based on survey
responses.
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APPENDIX B
Coding Instructions for Organizational Names and Identity Statements

For each organization number, please read carefully the organization name
and identity statement contained in the Google document. Based on your
reading, what elements make up the central character of the organization?
Using the Google spreadsheet, please classify the organization into one or

more of the 11 categories listed below.
If you believe that an organization fits in the category, please indicate

this judgment by placing a 1 in the category. If you believe that the orga-
nization does not fit in the category, please indicate this judgment by plac-
ing a 0 in the category. Please note that just because an issue is mentioned
in the statement does not mean that it should be coded in the identity
statement, unless you judge the issue to be essential to the central character
of the organization.

The categories are as follows:

(1) Antiwar—An organization focused on opposing wars in Iraq, Af-
ghanistan, or Iran; the war on terror; nuclear weapons or nuclear war; and/
or militarism in general, such as organizations opposing US bases abroad
or calling for a reduction in the military budget should be coded here. Please
note that organizations do not qualify for inclusion in this category solely on
the basis of being opposed to the peaceful uses of nuclear energy; such
organizations should be included in the Environmental category.

(2) Peace—An organization focused on promoting personal/inner peace,
nonviolence (for example, as a tactic or a philosophy), tranquility, world
peace, peace in Palestine/Israel, or aims to uncover the truth about terror-
ist attacks in the United States on September 11, 2001 (the so-called 9/11
Truth organizations) is coded here.

(3) Peace Church—An organization associated with one of the follow-
ing religious communities: Quaker (or “Friends”), Amish, Mennonite, or
Brethren. Please note that these churches are the only churches that qual-
ify under this category. So, for example, a Catholic peace organization
should not be coded here, but should be coded under Peace and Religious.

(4) Social Justice—An organization focused on improving the justice of
domestic life in society, such as eliminating racism, making housing and
access to health care more available, or spreading wealth more equally in
society should be coded here. Please note that an organization should be
coded in this category only if social justice is a substantive part of the
organization’s identity. If “justice” is only part of the organization’s name—
but is not substantively developed in the identity statement—then the or-
ganization is not coded here.

(5) Personal Identity—Any organization focusing on representing the
personal identities of individuals should be coded here. Social identities
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based on gender, race/ethnicity, or sexual preferences should be coded
here. Professional identities such as artists, lawyers, teachers, or professors
should be coded here. Identities related to veterans, members of the mili-
tary, or military families, should be coded here. Please do not code reli-
gious identities here; code them under Religious. “Jewish” should be coded
here because it is an ethnic identity in addition to being a religious identity.
Geographic identities (e.g., Chicagoans, New Yorkers) do not count here.
“Students” should be coded under Educational and not under this category.

(6) Partisan and/or Ideological—Any organization supporting a party,
candidate, party faction, or organization for or against a party or candi-
date should be coded here. For example, an organization formed specif-
ically against President Bush should be coded here. Any organization
focused on espousing a political ideology, such as feminism, socialism, com-
munism, progressivism, libertarianism, anti-authoritarian, anti-imperialism,
anarchism, or humanism should be coded here. Please do not code animal
rights, religion, environmentalism, or tranquility here.

(7) Education Related—Any organization related to the institution of
education, such as students, teachers, professors, universities, schools, cam-
puses, or reforming schools. Organizations only devoted to “educating” the
public on a social issue should not be coded under this category.

(8) Religious—Any organization related to spirituality, faith, institu-
tional religion, churches, or clergy is coded here.

(9) Environmental—Any organization related to a cleaner environment
or preserving the environment for the future should be coded here. Please
note that organizations against nuclear power because of its potential
negative environmental effects are coded here.

(10) Labor Union and/or Labor Related—A labor union or an organi-
zation that represents labor’s interests should be coded here. A coalition of
labor groups would be coded here, as would an organization that ad-
vocates on behalf of the labor rights of a disenfranchised group (such as
immigrants or foreign workers).

(11) Other—This category should be used only if the organization has
significant elements of its central character that do not fit within one of the
other categories. Examples include organizations advocating vegetarian-
ism, farm animal rights, corporate accountability, and fair trade. Also, civic
organizations, newspapers, theatre companies, radio stations, and television
stations should be coded here.

1093

This content downloaded from 141.213.236.110 on Tue, 6 May 2014 12:22:20 PM
All use subject to JISTOR Terms and Conditions




"(£107) uopea1y

SuIsn paje[nqe) 9IoM SII0IG "SIAPOI 0M] A PIYISSE[D SBM 9SBD YOBH '900‘T = SUOISIP JO IQUINU £OS = SISBI JO JIQUUNN— ELON

96
88’
4N

76’
L8
06°

€8’
L6
06
96
96
€6
88"
LI
00T
88"
Y6’

18°L6
£7'S6
L6

L6
€916
L6

Y16
08°66
19°86
17°66
12°66
18°L6
7896
ST°76
00°00T
£8°S6
L6

1T
€C
14

14!
Le
€1

¥

1T
91
6¢
0

1c
14!

6¥
08¥
68%

681
9Ly
06%

YLy
4
96¥
661
661
6%
L8Y
Y9y
€0s
8%
681

.......... Pasnd0j ddead/remnueuoN
........................ @Mhﬁ—\ﬂm
............. Pasndoj ddead/remnuy

TUONIULIP JUIWAAOW PBOIY
Pasnd0J TeMTJUBRUON
............. @Mhﬁ—\ﬂm
........ pasndoy remnuy

TUONIUYIP JUIWAAOW MOIIEN]
......................... 170
..... Pa3e[a1 J0qR[ 10/pUe uoIun Ioqe|
................... [PIuewUOIIAU
....................... SNOI3IY
................. paje[a1 uonedINpPH
e [2130[03PI 10/pUe UBSHILJ
....... ANuapI [BUOSId]
................... vuﬁmﬁ.m [e100§
.................... oIy dedd
......................... 2w
........................ rempuy

:3urpod renruy

0 s jpropuaddirs

JUBWIRIBY %

SJUAWAAIZBSI(] JO JaquINN

SJUAWAAIZY JO JaquINN

SISATVNY ALI'TTAVITLY Y4AODAALN]

1D d1dV.L

D XIANHddV

1094

This content downloaded from 141.213.236.110 on Tue, 6 May 2014 12:22:20 PM

All use subject to JISTOR Terms and Conditions




"AAISN]IXd A[[eN)Nu JOU JIe S3LI033)eI Ay duls eridordde se sa110893ed Auew sk ojul
PApO9 a1k suoneZIuRII() JUIWIAOW 3deId/IRMIUE I} JO UONIUYIP PROI( 3} SuIsn pAanduwod a1 SALI059)edqNS— ALON

(z11) (80)
9 90 09 oz oo PRO
(s1¢) (607)
LT 0’ — 6 ¢ Tt Pp9je[al Joqe[/uorun I0qe|
(80°¢) (£0)
Y1 0 99 cc oy [BIUSWUOIIAUY
(¢z2) (60)
0£'T b0’ 09 (A SnoL3tYy
(6£2) (90)
67’1 10° 99 4 Pare[al uonedINpy
(10'6) (81)
8C'Y Y0 LS 6r s [ed130[09pI-ULSTIIR]
(19°01) (1)
Y4 €0 €6 | £ ANUIPI [eU0SIag
(0g7¢T) (¢1)
So'¢ 49 S91 (L Jonsn( [ernog
(vt7¢) (z1)
€8¢ LO ST [ qoanyd e J
S)oBIU0)) Arenua) SNOILVANASE() SANAIAH ANEAH FOVAJ/IVMLINY J0 ddAJ,
[eUOnRZIURSI() [euonERZIURSI() A0 MIIINAN A0 YTINAN
(as) Nvaw

A¥094LVDENS A9 SNOLLVZINVOI() AIddAH
1d ' 1TdV.L

d XIANHddV

1095
This content downloaded from 141.213.236.110 on Tue, 6 May 2014 12:22:20 PM
All use subject to JISTOR Terms and Conditions



American Journal of Sociology

REFERENCES

Albert, Stuart, Blake E. Ashforth, and Jane E. Dutton. 2000. “Organizational Identity
and Identification: Charting New Waters and Building New Bridges.” Academy of
Management Review 25 (1): 13-17.

Albert, Stuart, and David A. Whetten. 1985. “Organizational Identity.” Research in
Organizational Behavior 7:263-95.

Ansell, Christopher. 2003. “Community Embeddedness and Collaborative Governance
in the San Francisco Bay Area Environmental Movement.” Pp. 123—44 in Social
Movements and Networks: Relational Approaches to Collective Action, edited by
Mario Diani and Doug McAdam. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Armstrong, Elizabeth. 2002. Forging Gay Identities: Organizing Sexuality in San
Francisco, 1950-1994. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Armstrong, Elizabeth, and Mary Bernstein 2008. “Culture, Power, and Institutions: A
Multi-institutional Politics Approach to Social Movements.” Sociological Theory 26
(1): 74-99.

Baldassarri, Delia, and Mario Diani. 2007. “The Integrative Power of Civic Networks.”
American Journal of Sociology 113 (3): 735-80.

Basmann, R. L. 1960. “On Finite Sample Distributions of Generalized Classical Linear
Identifiability Test Statistics.” Journal of the American Statistical Association 55
(292): 650-59.

Bearman, Peter S., and Kevin D. Everett. 1993. “The Structure of Social Protest, 1961—
1983.” Social Networks 15 (2): 171-200.

Blee, Kathleen M., and Ashley Currier. 2006. “How Local Social Movement Groups
Handle a Presidential Election.” Qualitative Sociology 29 (3): 261-80.

Bollen, Kenneth A. 2012. “Instrumental Variables in Sociology and the Social Sciences.”
Annual Review of Sociology 38:37-72.

Bonacich, Phillip. 1987. “Power and Centrality: A Family of Measures.” American
Journal of Sociology 92 (5): 1170-82.

Borgatti, Stephen P., Martin G. Everett, and Linton C. Freeman. 2011. UCINet 6.289
for Windows: Software for Social Network Analysis. Lexington, Ky.: Analytic Tech-
nologies.

Bound, John, David A. Jaeger, and Regina M. Baker. 1995. “Problems with Instru-
mental Variables Estimation When the Correlation between the Instruments and the
Endogenous Explanatory Variable Is Weak.” Journal of the Amevican Statistical
Association 90 (430): 443-50.

Burt, Ronald S. 1992. Structural Holes: The Social Structure of Competition. Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Cameron, A. Colin, and Pravin K. Trivedi. 1998. Regression Analysis of Count Data.
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Campbell, David E. 2013. “Social Networks and Political Participation.” Annual Re-
view of Political Science 16:33—48.

Caniglia, Beth Schaefer, and JoAnn Carmin. 2005. “Scholarship on Social Movement
Organizations: Classic Views and Emerging Trends.” Mobilization 10 (2): 201-12.
Caren, Neal, Raj Andrew Ghoshal, and Vanesa Ribas. 2011. “A Social Movement
Generation: Trends in Protesting and Petition Signing, 1973-2006.” American Socio-

logical Review 76:125-51.

Carroll, William K., and R. S. Ratner. 1996. “Master Framing and Cross-Movement Net-
working in Contemporary Social Movements.” Sociological Quarterly 37 (4): 601-25.
Chadwick, Andrew. 2007. “Digital Network Repertoires and Organizational Hybrid-

ity.” Political Communication 24 (3): 283-301.

Clemens, Elisabeth S. 1997. The People’s Lobby: Organizational Innovation and the
Rise of Interest Group Politics in the United States, 1890—-1925. Chicago: University
of Chicago Press.

1096

This content downloaded from 141.213.236.110 on Tue, 6 May 2014 12:22:20 PM
All use subject to JISTOR Terms and Conditions




Hybrid Activism

Cochran, William G., and Gertrude M. Cox. 1957. Experimental Designs, 2d ed. Oxford:
Wiley.

Cohen, Cathy. 1999. The Boundaries of Blackness: AIDS and the Breakdown of Black
Politics. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Corrigall-Brown, Catherine, David A. Snow, Kelly Smith, and Theron Quist. 2009.
“Explaining the Puzzle of Homeless Mobilization: An Examination of Differential
Participation.” Sociological Perspectives 52 (3): 309-35.

Costenbader, Elizabeth, and Thomas W. Valente. 2003. “The Stability of Centrality
Measures When Networks Are Sampled.” Social Networks 25 (4): 283-307.

Coy, Patrick G., Gregory M. Maney, and Lynne M. Woehrle. 2008. “Blessing War and
Blessing Peace: Religious Discourses in the US during Major Conflict Periods, 1990—
2005.” Research in Social Movements, Conflicts and Change 29:113-50.

Della Porta, Donatella, and Lorenzo Mosca. 2007. “In Moviemento: ‘Contamination’ in
Action and the Italian Global Justice Movement.” Global Networks 7 (1): 1-27.

Diani, Mario. 2009. “The Structural Bases of Protest Events: Multiple Memberships
and Civil Society Networks in the 15 February 2003 Anti-war Demonstrations.” Acta
Sociologica 52 (1): 63-83.

Dutton, Jane E., and Janet M. Dukerich. 1991. “Keeping an Eye on the Mirror: Image
and Identity in Organizational Adaptation.” Academy of Management Journal 34 (3):
517-54.

Engel, Stephen M. 2007. “Organizational Identity as a Constraint on Strategic Action: A
Comparative Analysis of Gay and Lesbian Interest Groups.” Studies in Amervican
Political Development 21 (1): 66-91.

Erickson, Erik H. 1968. Identity: Youth and Crisis. New York: Norton.

Evans, Rhoda, and Tamara Kay. 2008. “How Environmentalists ‘Greened’ Trade Pol-
icy: Strategic Action and the Architecture of Field Overlap.” American Sociological
Review 73 (6): 970-91.

Ferree, Myra Marx, and Silke Roth. 1998. “Gender, Class and the Intersection between
Social Movements: A Strike of West Berlin Day Care Workers.” Gender and Society
12 (6): 626—48.

Fisher, Dana R. 2006. “Taking Cover beneath the Anti-Bush Umbrella: Cycles of
Protest and Movement-to-Movement Transmission in an Era of Repressive Politics.”
Research in Political Sociology 15:27-56.

Fligstein, Neil, and Doug McAdam. 2012. A Theory of Fields. Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press.

Freelon, Deen. 2013. ReCal2: Reliability for 2 Coders. http://dfreelon.org/utils/recal
front/recal2/.

Freeman, Jo. 1973. “The Origins of the Women’s Liberation Movement.” American
Journal of Sociology 78 (4): 792-811.

Fung, Archon. 2003. “Associations and Democracy: Between Theories, Hope, and Re-
ality.” Annual Review of Sociology 29:515-39.

Gerhards, Jurgen, and Dieter Rucht. 1992. “Mesomobilization: Organizing and Framing
in Two Protest Campaigns in West Germany.” American Journal of Sociology 98 (3):
555-96.

Gillham, Patrick F., and Bob Edwards. 2011. “Legitimacy Management, Preservation
of Exchange Relationships, and the Dissolution of the Mobilization of Global Justice
Coalition.” Social Problems 58:433—60.

Goss, Kristin A., and Michael T. Heaney. 2010. “Organizing Women as Women: Hy-
bridity and Grassroots Collective Action in the 21st Century.” Perspectives on Poli-
tics 8 (1): 27-52.

Gould, Roger V. 1991. “Multiple Networks and Mobilization in the Paris Commune,
1871.” American Sociological Review 56 (6): 716-29.

Hadden, Jennifer, and Sidney Tarrow. 2007. “Spillover or Spillout? The Global Justice
Movement in the United States after 9/11.” Mobilization 12 (4): 359-76.

1097

This content downloaded from 141.213.236.110 on Tue, 6 May 2014 12:22:20 PM
All use subject to JISTOR Terms and Conditions




American Journal of Sociology

Haines, Herbert H. 1988. Black Radicals and the Civil Rights Mainstream, 1954—1970.
Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press.

Halpin, Darren R., and Anne S. Binderkrantz. 2011. “Explaining Breadth of Policy
Engagement: Patterns of Interest Group Mobilization in Public Policy.” Journal of
Euvropean Public Policy 18 (2): 201-19.

Hancock, Ange-Marie. 2007. “When Multiplication Doesn’t Equal Quick Addition: Ex-
amining Intersectionality as a Research Paradigm.” Perspectives on Politics 5 (1): 63—79.

Hannan, Michael T. 2010. “Partiality of Memberships in Categories and Audiences.”
Annual Review of Sociology 36:159-81.

Hannan, Michael T., James N. Baron, Greta Hsu, and Ozgecan Kocak. 2006. “Orga-
nizational Identities and the Hazard of Change.” Industrial and Corporate Change 15
(5): 755-84.

Hannan, Michael T., and John Freeman. 1989. Organizational Ecology. Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press.

Hannan, Michael T., Laszlo Polos, and Glenn R. Carroll. 2007. Logics of Organization
Theory: Audiences, Codes, and Ecologies. Princeton, N.]J.: Princeton University Press.

Harrison, Paul. 1959. Authority and Power in the Free Church Tradition: A Social Case
Study of the American Baptist Convention. Princeton, N.]J.: Princeton University
Press.

Hayes, Andrew F., and Klaus Krippendorff. 2007. “Answering the Call for a Standard
Reliability Measure for Coding Data.” Communication Methods and Measures 1 (1):
77-89.

Heaney, Michael T. 2004. “Outside the Issue Niche: The Multidimensionality of Inter-
est Group Identity.” American Politics Research 32 (6): 611-51.

. 2007. “Identity Crisis: How Interest Groups Struggle to Define Themselves in
Washington.” Pp. 279-300 in Interest Group Politics, 7th ed. Edited by Allan J. Cigler
and Burdett A. Loomis. Washington, D.C.: CQ Press.

Heaney, Michael T., and Fabio Rojas. 2006. “The Place of Framing: Multiple Audi-
ences and Antiwar Protests near Fort Bragg.” Qualitative Sociology 29 (4): 484-505.

. 2007. “Partisans, Nonpartisans, and the Antiwar Movement in the United

States.” American Politics Research 35 (5): 431-54.

. 2008. “Coalition Dissolution, Mobilization, and Network Dynamics in the U.S.

Antiwar Movement.” Research in Social Movements, Conflicts and Change 28:39-82.

. 2011. “The Partisan Dynamics of Contention: Demobilization of the Antiwar
Movement in the United States, 2007-2009.” Mobilization 16 (1): 45-64.

Hsu, Greta. 2006. “Jacks of All Trades and Masters of None: Audiences’ Reactions to
Spanning Genres in Feature Film Production.” Administrative Science Quarterly 51
(3): 420-50.

Hsu, Greta, and Michael T. Hannan. 2005. “Identities, Genres, and Organizational
Forms.” Organization Science 16 (5): 474-90.

Hsu, Greta, Michael T. Hannan, and Ozgecan Kocak. 2009. “Multiple Category
Memberships in Markets: An Integrative Theory and Two Empirical Tests.” Amer-
ican Sociological Review 74 (1): 150-69.

Hsu, Greta, Giacomo Negro, and Fabrizio Perretti. 2012. “Hybrid in Hollywood: A
Study of the Production and Performance of Genre-Spanning Films.” Industrial and
Corporate Change 21 (6): 1427-50.

Hula, Kevin W. 1999. Lobbying Together. Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University
Press.

Iraq Veterans Against War. 2007. IVAW Takes Manhattan—Operation First Casualty.
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2WvIaDeNIbk.

Isaac, Larry, and Lars Christiansen. 2002. “How the Civil Rights Movement Revitalized
Labor Militancy.” American Sociological Review 67 (5): 722—46.

1098

This content downloaded from 141.213.236.110 on Tue, 6 May 2014 12:22:20 PM
All use subject to JISTOR Terms and Conditions




Hybrid Activism

Isaac, Larry, Steve McDonald, and Greg Lukasik. 2006. “Takin’ It from the Streets:
How the Sixties Mass Movement Revitalized Unionization.” American Journal of
Sociology 112 (1): 46-96.

Johnson, Victoria. 2007. “What Is Organizational Imprinting? Cultural Entrepreneurship
in the Founding of the Paris Opera.” American Journal of Sociology 113 (1): 97-127.
Johnston, Josee. 2008. “The Citizen-Consumer Hybrid: Ideological Tensions and the

Case of Whole Foods Market.” Theory and Society 37 (3): 229-70.

Kalleberg, Arne, Peter V. Marsden, Howard Aldrich, and James W. Cassell. 1990.
“Comparing Organizational Sampling Frames.” Administrative Science Quarterly 35
(4): 659-88.

Kamada, Tomihi, and Satoru Kawai. 1989. “An Algorithm for Drawing General Un-
directed Graphs.” Information Processing Letters 31 (1): 7-15.

King, Gary, James Honaker, Anne Joseph, and Kenneth Scheve. 2001. “Analyzing
Incomplete Political Science Data: An Alternative Algorithm for Multiple Imputa-
tion.” American Political Science Review 95 (1): 49-69.

Kirkland, Justin H. 2013. “Hypothesis Testing for Group Structure in Legislative
Networks.” State Politics and Policy Quarterly 13:225-43.

Klandermans, Bert, and Dirk Oegema. 1987. “Potentials, Networks, Motivations, and
Barriers: Steps towards Participation in Social Movements.” American Sociological
Review 52 (4): 519-31.

Kovacs, Balazs, and Michael T. Hannan. 2010. “The Consequences of Category Span-
ning Depend on Contrast.” Research in the Sociology of Organizations 31:175-201.
Kraatz, Matthew S., and Emily S. Block. 2008. “Organizational Implications of Insti-
tutional Pluralism.” Pp. 244—75 in The Handbook of Organizational Institutionalism,
edited by Roysten Greenwood, Christine Oliver, Kerstin Sahlin-Andersson, and Roy

Suddaby. London: Sage.

Kriesi, Hanspeter, Willem E. Saris, and Anchrit Wille. 1993. “Mobilization Potential for
Environmental Protest.” European Sociological Review 9 (2): 155-72.

Krippendorff, Klaus. 2004. “Reliability in Content Analysis: Some Common Misconcep-
tions and Recommendations.” Human Communication Research 30 (3): 411-33.

Kutz-Flamenbaum, Rachel V. 2007. “Code Pink, Raging Grannies, and the Missile Dick
Chicks: Feminist Performance Activism in the Contemporary Anti-war Movement.”
NWSA Journal 19 (1): 89-105.

Leighley, Jan E. 2001. Strength in Numbers? The Political Mobilization of Racial and
Ethnic Minorities. Princeton, N.]J.: Princeton University Press.

Leitz, Lisa. 2014. Fighting for Peace: Vetevans and Military Families in the Anti—Iraq
War Movement. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, in press.

Levi, Margaret, and Gillian H. Murphy. 2006. “Coalitions of Contention: The Case of
WTO Protests in Seattle.” Political Studies 54 (4): 651-70.

Lichterman, Paul. 1995. “Piecing Together Multicultural Community: Cultural Dif-
ferences in Community Building among Grass-Roots Environmentalists.” Social
Problems 42 (4): 513-32.

Little, Roderick J. A. 1988. “Missing Data Adjustments in Large Surveys.” Journal of
Business and Economic Statistics 6 (2): 287-96.

Marullo, Sam, and David S. Meyer. 2004. “Antiwar and Peace Movements.” Pp. 641-65
in The Blackwell Companion to Social Movements, edited by David A. Snow, Sarah
Anne Soule, and Hanspeter Kriesi. Oxford: Blackwell.

McAdam, Doug. 1982. Political Process and the Development of the Black Insurgency,
1930-1970. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

. 1995. “‘Initiator’ and ‘Spin-off’ Movements: Diffusion Processes in Protest

Cycles.” Pp. 217-39 in Repertoives and Cycles of Collective Action, edited by Mark

Traugott. Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press.

1099

This content downloaded from 141.213.236.110 on Tue, 6 May 2014 12:22:20 PM
All use subject to JISTOR Terms and Conditions




American Journal of Sociology

McAdam, Doug, and Ronnelle Paulsen. 1993. “Specifying the Relationship between
Social Ties and Activism.” American Journal of Sociology 99 (3): 640-67.

McCall, Leslie. 2005. “The Complexity of Intersectionality.” Signs 30 (3): 1771-1800.

McCarthy, John D., and David Wolfson. 1996. “Resource Mobilization by Local Social
Movement Organizations: Agency, Strategy, and Organization in the Movement
against Drinking and Driving.” American Sociological Review 61 (6): 1070-88.

McCarthy, John D., and Mayer N. Zald. 1977. “Resource Mobilization and Social
Movements: A Partial Theory.” American Journal of Sociology 82 (6): 1212—41.

McPherson, J. Miller. 1982. “Hypernetwork Sampling: Duality and Differentiation in
Voluntary Organizations.” Social Networks 3 (4): 225—49.

. 1983. “An Ecology of Affiliation.” American Sociological Review 48 (4): 519-32.

. 2004. “A Blau Space Primer: Prolegomenon to an Ecology of Affiliation.” In-
dustrial and Corporate Change 13 (1): 263-80.

Mead, George H. 1934. Mind, Self, and Society. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Meyer, David S. 1990. A Winter of Discontent: The Nuclear Freeze and American
Politics. New York: Praeger.

Meyer, David S., and Catherine Corrigall-Brown. 2005. “Coalitions and Political
Context: U.S. Movements against Wars in Iraq.” Mobilization 10 (3): 327—44.

Meyer, David S., and Suzanne Staggenborg. 1996. “Movements, Countermovements,
and the Structure of Political Opportunity.” American Journal of Sociology 101 (6):
1628-60.

Meyer, David S., and Nancy Whittier. 1994. “Social Movement Spillover.” Social Problems
41 (2): 277-98.

Minkoff, Debra C. 1997. “The Sequencing of Social Movements.” American Sociological
Review 62 (5): 779-99.

. 2002. “The Emergence of Hybrid Organizational Forms: Combining Identity-
Based Service Provision and Political Action.” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector
Quarterly 31 (3): 377—401.

Munson, Ziad W. 2009. The Making of Pro-Life Activists: How Social Movement
Mobilization Works. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Murdie, Amanda, and David R. Davis. 2012. “Looking in the Mirror: Comparing INGO
Networks across Issue Areas.” Review of International Organizations 7 (2): 177-201.

Murphy, Gillian H. 2005. “Coalitions and the Development of the Global Environ-
mental Movement: A Double-Edged Sword.” Mobilization 10 (2): 235-50.

Murray, Fiona. 2010. “The Oncomouse That Roared: Hybrid Exchange Strategies as
a Source of Distinction at the Boundary of Overlapping Institutions.” American
Journal of Sociology 116 (2): 341-88.

Nah, Seungahn, Aaron S. Veenstra, and Dhavan V. Shah. 2006. “The Internet and Anti-
war Activism: A Case Study of Information, Expression, and Action.” Journal of
Computer-Mediated Communication 12 (1): art. 12. http://jcmc.indiana.edu/vol12
fissuel/nah.html.

Ortiz, Stephen R. 2010. Beyond the Bonus March and GI Bill: How Vetevan Politics
Shaped the New Deal Eva. New York: New York University Press.

Padgett, John F., and Christopher K. Ansell. 1993. “Robust Action and the Rise of the
Medici, 1400-1434.” American Journal of Sociology 98 (6): 1259-1319

Padgett, John F., and Paul D. McLean. 2006. “Organizational Invention and Elite
Transformation: The Birth of Partnership Systems in Renaissance Florence.”
American Journal of Sociology 111 (5): 1463—1568.

Padgett, John F., and Walter W. Powell. 2012. The Emergence of Organizations and
Markets. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

Polletta, Francesca. 1999. “‘Free Spaces’ in Collective Action.” Theory and Society 28
(1): 1-38.

. 2004. Freedom Is an Endless Meeting: Democracy in American Social Move-

ments. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

1100

This content downloaded from 141.213.236.110 on Tue, 6 May 2014 12:22:20 PM
All use subject to JISTOR Terms and Conditions




Hybrid Activism

Polletta, Francesca, and James M. Jasper. 2001. “Collective Identity and Social
Movements.” Annual Review of Sociology 27:283-305.

Putnam, Robert D. 2000. Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Com-
munity. New York: Simon & Schuster.

Rao, Hayagreeva, Philippe Monin, and Rodolphe Durand. 2005. “Border Crossing:
Bricolage and the Erosion of Categorical Boundaries in French Gastronomy.”
American Sociological Review 70 (6): 968-91.

Reese, Ellen, Christine Petit, and David S. Meyer. 2010. “Sudden Mobilization: Move-
ment Crossovers, Threats, and the Surprising Rise of the U.S. Antiwar Movement.”
Pp. 266-91 in Strategic Alliances: Coalition Building and Social Movements, edited
by Nella Van Dyke and Holly J. McCammon. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press.

Reitan, Ruth. 2009. “The Global Anti-war Movement Within and Beyond the World
Social Forum.” Globalizations 6:509-23.

Rimmerman, Craig A. 2000. “Beyond Political Mainstreaming: Reflections on Lesbian
and Gay Organizations and the Grassroots.” Pp. 54-78 in The Politics of Gay Rights,
edited by Craig A. Rimmerman, Kenneth D. Wald, and Clyde Wilcox. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Robnett, Belinda. 1997. How Long? How Long? African-Amevican Women in the
Struggle for Civil Rights. New York: Oxford University Press.

Rojas, Fabio. 2009. “Technology, Structure, and Heterogeneity among American Antiwar
Organizations.” Research in the Sociology of Organizations 26:221-47.

Roodman, David. 2011. “Fitting Fully Observed Recursive Mixed-Process Models with
cmp.” Stata Jowrnal 11 (2): 159-206.

Rosenstone, Steven J., and John Mark Hansen. 1993. Mobilization, Participation, and
Democracy in America. New York: Macmillan.

Schafer, Joseph L., and John W. Graham. 2002. “Missing Data: Our View of the State
of the Art.” Psychological Methods 7 (2): 147-77.

Schlozman, Kay Lehman, Sidney Verba, and Henry Brady. 2012. The Unheavenly
Chorus: Unequal Political Voice and the Broken Promise of Amevican Democracy.
Princeton, N.]J.: Princeton University Press.

Schumpeter, Joseph A. 1939. Business Cycles: A Theovetical, Historical, and Statistical
Analysis of the Capitalist Process. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Schussman, Alan, and Sarah A. Soule. 2005. “Process and Protest: Accounting for In-
dividual Protest Participation.” Social Forces 84 (2): 1083—-1108.

Skocpol, Theda. 2003. Diminished Democracy: From Membership to Management in
American Civic Life. Norman: University of Oklahoma Press.

Smyth, Mark S. 2012. “He Occupied Iraq and Occupied Wall Street.” Nation 294 (14): 34.

Snow, David A., and Doug McAdam. 2000. “Identity Work Processes in the Context
of Social Movements: Clarifying the Identity/Movement Nexus.” Pp. 41-67 in Self,
Identity, and Social Movements, edited by Sheldon Stryker, Timothy J. Owens, and
Robert W. White. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Snow, David A., R. Burke Rochford, Steven K. Worden, and Robert D. Benford. 1986.
“Frame Alignment Processes, Micromobilization, and Movement Participation.”
American Sociological Review 51 (4): 464-81.

Snow, David A., Louis A. Zurcher, and Sheldon Ekland-Olson. 1980. “Social Networks
and Social Movements: A Microstructural Approach to Differential Recruitment.”
American Sociological Review 45 (5): 787-801.

Somma, Nicolas M. 2010. “How Do Voluntary Organizations Foster Protest? The Role
of Organizational Involvement on Individual Protest Participation.” Sociological
Quarterly 51 (3): 384—407.

Sovey, Allison J., and Donald P. Green. 2010. “Instrumental Variables Estimation in
Political Science: A Reader’s Guide.” American Journal of Political Science 55 (1):
118-200.

1101

This content downloaded from 141.213.236.110 on Tue, 6 May 2014 12:22:20 PM
All use subject to JISTOR Terms and Conditions




American Journal of Sociology

Staggenborg, Suzanne. 1991. The Pro-Choice Movement: Organization and Activism in
the Abortion Conflict. New York: Oxford University Press.

Stretesky, Paul B., Sheila Huss, Michael J. Lynch, Sammy Zahran, and Bob Childs.
2011. “The Founding of Environmental Justice Organizations across U.S. Counties
during the 1990s and 2000s: Civil Rights and Environmental Cross-Movement Ef-
fects.” Social Problems 58 (3): 330-60.

Strolovitch, Dara Z. 2007. Affirmative Advocacy: Race, Class, and Gender in Interest
Group Politics. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Stryker, Sheldon. 2000. “Identity Competition: Key to Differential Social Movement
Participation.” Pp. 21-40 in Self, Identity, and Social Movement, edited by Sheldon
Stryker, Timothy J. Owens, and Robert W. White. Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press.

Tarrow, Sidney. 1993. “Cycles of Collective Action: Between Moments of Madness and
the Repertoire of Contention.” Social Science History 17 (2): 281-307.

. 2005. The Transnational Activism. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

. 2011. Power in Movement: Social Movements and Contentious Politics, 3d ed.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Taylor, Verta. 1989. “Social Movement Continuity: The Women’s Movement in
Abeyance.” American Sociological Review 54 (5): 761-75.

Tobin, James. 1958. “Estimation of Relationships for Limited Dependent Variables.”
Econometrica 26 (1): 24-36.

Valocchi, Steve. 2001. “Individual Identities, Collective Identities, and Organizational
Structure: The Relationship of the Political Left and Gay Liberation in the United
States.” Sociological Perspectives 44 (4): 445-76.

Van Dyke, Nella. 2003. “Crossing Movement Boundaries: Factors That Facilitate Co-
alition Protest by American College Students, 1930-1990.” Social Problems 50 (2):
226-50.

Vasi, Ion Bogdan. 2006. “The New Anti-war Protests and Miscible Mobilizations.”
Social Movement Studies 5 (2): 137-53.

. 2011. “Brokerage, Miscibility, and the Spread of Contention.” Mobilization 16
(1): 11-24.

Viterna, Jocelyn. 2006. “Pulled, Pushed, and Persuaded: Explaining Women’s Mobili-
zation into the Salvadoran Guerrilla Army.” Amevican Journal of Sociology 112 (1):
1-45.

Voss, Kim, and Rachel Sherman. 2000. “Breaking the Iron Law of Oligarchy: Union
Revitalization in the American Labor Movement.” American Journal of Sociology
106 (2): 303—49.

Walgrave, Stefaan, and Joris Verhulst. 2009. “Government Stance and Internal Di-
versity of Protest: A Comparative Study of Protest against the War in Iraq in Eight
Countries.” Social Forces 87 (3): 1355-87.

. 2011. “Selection and Response Bias in Protest Surveys.” Mobilization 16 (2):
203-22.

Walker, Edward T., and John D. McCarthy. 2010. “Legitimacy, Strategy, and Re-
sources in the Survival of Community-Based Organizations.” Social Problems 57 (3):
315-40.

Walsh, Katherine Cramer. 2004. Talking about Politics: Informal Groups and Social
Identity in Amevican Life. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Wang, Dan J., and Sarah A. Soule. 2012. “Social Movement Organizational Collabo-
ration: Networks of Learning and the Diffusion of Protest Tactics, 1960-1995.”
American Journal of Sociology 117 (6): 1674—1722.

Westheider, James E. 2008. The African Amervican Experience in Vietnam: Brothers in
Arms. Lanham, Md.: Rowman & Littlefield.

Whetten, David A. 2006. “Albert and Whetten Revisited: Strengthening the Concept of
Organizational Identity.” Journal of Management Inquiry 15 (3): 219-34.

1102

This content downloaded from 141.213.236.110 on Tue, 6 May 2014 12:22:20 PM
All use subject to JISTOR Terms and Conditions




Hybrid Activism

Wilson, James Q. 1995. Political Organizations. Princeton, N.]J.: Princeton University
Press.

Woehrle, Lynne M., Patrick G. Coy, and Gregory M. Maney. 2008. Contesting Patri-
otism: Culture, Power, and Strategy in the Peace Movement. Lanham, Md.: Rowman
& Littlefield.

Wood, Angela M., Ian R. White, Melvyn Hillsdon, and James Carpenter. 2005. “Com-
parison of Imputation and Modeling Methods in the Analysis of a Physical Activity
Trial with Missing Outcomes.” International Journal of Epidemiology 34 (1): 89-99.

World Can’t Wait. 2013. A4 Call for Mass Action against the Suppression of the Occupy
Movement. http://web.archive.org/web/20130509114510/http://www.worldcantwait
.net/index.php/occupy/765 1-stand-with-occupy-wall-street.

Zald, Mayer N., and Robert Ash. 1966. “Social Movement Organizations: Growth,
Decay, and Change.” Social Forces 44 (3): 327—41.

Zald, Mayer N., and Michael A. Berger. 1978. “Social Movements in Organizations:
Coup d’Etat, Insurgency, and Mass Movements.” American Journal of Sociology 83
(4): 823-61.

Zellweger, Thomas M., Robert S. Nason, Mattias Nordqvist, and Candida G. Bush.
2013. “Why Do Family Firms Strive for Nonfinancial Goals? An Organizational
Identity Perspective.” Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 37 (2): 229-48.

Zhao, Dingxin. 2001. The Power of Tiananmen: State-Society Relations and the 1989
Beijing Student Movement. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Zuckerman, Ezra W. 1999. “The Categorical Imperative: Securities Analysts and the
Tllegitimacy Discount.” American Journal of Sociology 104 (5): 1398-1438.

Zuckerman, Ezra W., Tai-Young Kim, Kalinda Ukanwa, and James von Rittmann.
2003. “Robust Identities or Nonentities? Typecasting in the Feature-Film Labor
Market.” Amevican Journal of Sociology 108 (5): 1018-74.

1103

This content downloaded from 141.213.236.110 on Tue, 6 May 2014 12:22:20 PM
All use subject to JISTOR Terms and Conditions




