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Introduction:

Diffusion studies proliferated throughout the social sciences during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, linked by their fundamental search for explanations and descriptions of social change. Early works on diffusion examined the spread of a newly acquired item or idea over a single geographic region (Rogers, 1962).   These early paradigmatic models of diffusion held that the adoption process of an idea or thing moved from one stage of adoption to the next, and thus provided conditions for seemingly fluid acceptance or rejection of a particular innovation, transmitted (and either adopted or rejected) by structurally equivalent actors.  Theorists of diffusion studied the structural (political, economic, and legal) conditions that lead to diffusion, and rarely focused on the cultural meanings and context behind it.  Cultural symbols and meanings were understood most often as exogenous to diffusion processes.  

 Given that actors within social movements draw influence and information from other movements, the study of diffusion within social movements became an important interest for sociologists of collective action and contentious politics.   Analysts drew on the theories and methods of early diffusion theorists (Rogers, 1995; Lazarsfeld, 1956) and constructed models of diffusion that held previous assumptions of how an idea or thing spread across a population.  In turn, collective action was often understood as an irrational response to collective strain. Thus, treatment of diffusion within social movements rarely explored the particular cultural and social conditions that led to the transfer and exchange of ideas, practices, strategies, organizational forms, and personnel between and among movements (Giugni, 1999).  Research on diffusion within social movements often mimicked the relationship between cultural processes and structure found within broader social science diffusion research. The basis for cultural elements within diffusion processes was thus understood as a residual category used to explain differences in diffusion processes within varying contexts (Giugni, 1999).  

The lacunae in analysis left important questions and concerns unanswered. In response, sociologists and other social scientists attempted to fill these empirical and theoretical gaps.  Research with an emphasis on interpretive work emerged, garnering attention towards the effects of cultural processes and mechanisms in determining the shape and definition of diffusion processes. For studies of diffusion within social movements, this cultural turn meant more precise theorizing on how actors incorporate the meanings of an idea or thing, how they make sense of themselves and others, how social norms alter the spread of an idea or thing (Jasper and Polletta, 2001; Strang and Soule, 1998).  Furthermore, the evolution in diffusion studies within social movement research also meant the generation of more sophisticated, macro-level analysis regarding the effects of diffusion on organizations and collectivities. As diffusion research within social movements evolved, sociologists produced intricate studies that emphasized not individual effects, but diffusion across groups within broad historical and cultural contexts (Strang and Soule, 1998).
In toto, trends in diffusion studies and social movement research evolved into answers for two sets of questions. The first set of questions concerns itself with the processes and mechanisms that create diffusion.  What are the various processes through which a movement’s action and organizational forms diffuse? What is the status of these processes, direct or indirect? What kinds of indirect and direct ties may be most important for diffusion? Specifically, how might political opportunities and the role of the state affect diffusion processes? What role does a media or press play in displaying, transmitting, and shaping repertoires that diffuse? Are groups able to adopt only from similar groups? What forms of similarity might be most salient and useful for groups?  

The second question group concerns itself with the consequences of diffusion. What are the advantages and disadvantages of diffusion?  When and how are groups advantaged or disadvantaged by adoption? How would advantages of diffusion manifest amongst action forms, in terms of tactics, collective identity, and a movement’s sense of efficacy and validity? How would disadvantages of diffusion shape a movement’s self-perception, as reliant and unoriginal? Are repertoires diffused through only discrete elements or the entire repertoire? 

My review will highlight and discuss the literature on diffusion in social movements in two parts
. The first section will discuss and rehearse traditional social science approaches to diffusion research. The second section will delve into the literature on diffusion within social movement research. Within the second portion of the review, I will frame my investigation using the two question groups I outlined regarding the diffusion of social movement participation, action and organizational forms. Briefly summarized, the second half of the paper will examine within sociological studies of social movements 1) processes and mechanisms of diffusion and 2) consequences of diffusion.

I will conclude by arguing that the empirical evidence offered by studies of historical and emergent transnational social movements challenge some of the assumptions surrounding the temporal stages of diffusion held by scholars of social movements and diffusion studies. Scholars of diffusion and social movements draw on the use of discrete stages that I argue is not applicable to the study of social movements in general and transnational movements, in particular. Given that elements of a particular repertoire are what most often diffuses and not the entire repertoire, and that these elements do so at different times in a protest cycle, staging as a method and a framework for understanding diffusion fails to capture the processual components of diffusion.  Furthermore, as recent research demonstrates (Chabot, 1999, Smith, 1999, Tarrow, 2002, Wood, 2001) movements that organize and coalesce across nation states do so, not as separate and self-contained entities, but as connected and dynamic sites of action.  Indeed, dynamism, not passive reception, exists in adoption and adaptation processes, as actors negotiate and alter diffused items. Futhermore, the character and effects of diffusion are dependent upon particular types of channels and ties that facilitate the flow of an idea or thing. 

Broadly defined, diffusion within social science research may be understood as the spread of something across social institutions and through social networks, the greater the expansion, the greater the number of individuals affected (Soule and Strang, 1998). Sufficient studies of diffusion most often provide answers to question they are addressing with regards to the dissemination of an innovation (an item, idea or practice) to adopters  (individuals, groups, corporate units) through modes of communication, social structures (networks, community, class) and social values or cultural practices (Katz 1999: 147).

For the purposes of this review, I understand diffusion within social movements to be the spread of three phenomena: 1) individual motivation for participation in social movement activity 2) action forms, that is, the repertoires of strategies, tactics, ideological and emotional commitments of a movement 3) and organizational forms, that is, the particular chosen organizational structure amongst a group of activists.  Mechanisms that allow for the transfer of these forms include social networks, encompassed by both direct and indirect ties, and brokerage involving third parties that help facilitate diffusion.  

Research on social movements and diffusion has most recently begun to grapple with the space and temporality of transnational social movements.  Within such movements, where might cultural references come from?  How can we theorize on the relationship between information flows and the exertion of power within transnational movements? What other processes may be at work besides just the necessary requirement for shared references and mutual identification?  As I will later discuss, theoretical and empirical studies on the proliferation of social movements operating across nation-states mount significant challenges to traditional hypothesis found within the study of social movement diffusion and indicate that application of these assumptions to social movement analysis demands reformulation and rethinking.  Analysis of transnational social movements has led scholars towards further understanding of the particular social conditions that creates diffusion within social movements. 

II.  Social Science Approaches to Diffusion:

The diffusion process is the spread of a new idea from its source of invention or creation to its ultimate users or adopters (Soule and Strang, 1998: 19-20).  The variety of processes by which an idea, value, belief, cultural form, individual or group of individuals translates across borders—a nation-state, a local organization, a group of people—holds historical significance for social scientists. Literature surrounding analysis of diffusion remains fairly disparate in its understanding of the term, generating criticism that explanations of diffusion remain vague. Attempts at comparative analysis of diffusion across the social sciences have rarely been attempted. The large variation between the ideas or things being diffused, the differing contexts of temporality and space, and the fast moving nature of diffused items has made comparative synthesis difficult (Katz, 1999). Despite these elusive, often uncongealed understandings, Everett Rogers’ early study provided a definitive synthesis of the disparate array of diffusion studies. Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovations (1962) emerged as the key text that attempted to rigorously organize the vast amount of research on diffusion.  His study sought to find the “common threads” amongst diffusion research within anthropology, economics, education, and rural sociology for analysis and comparison (Rogers, 1995: 6).  His theoretical schema drew heavily on Talcott Parsons’ plethora of early works on social systems and norms. Rogers’ argues diffusion processes not only lead to innovation, but create an adaptation process by which individuals within a given social system pass from the first, initial introductory stages of use of an innovation to its final stages of incorporation.
 Rogers asserts  “…the four… elements in any analysis of the diffusion of an idea: 1) the innovation, and 2) its communication from one individual to another 3) in a social system, 4) over time.”  Out of these earlier studies emerged a common causal story for diffusion based on three elements: 1) theory of a general S curve 2) transmission of information from higher status group to lower status group 3) support amongst a group or collective for the adoption of an idea or thing (Katz, 1999: 146).  

 Early studies of diffusion research emphasized diffusion of three conditions: 1) flows of information 2) the effects of class hierarchy, power and influence, and 3) public opinion (Giugni, 1999).  Amongst early theorists, several fundamental assumptions emerged. First, diffusion as a set of five stages also follows discrete rules (Chabot: 2002). The S-curve theory developed as a predictor for the increase in individuals adopting an innovation after passage of each time period, with adoption rate increases most striking after the stages of experimentation and adaptation (Rogers, 1995: 23; Chabot, 2002: 107)
.  Early works on diffusion emphasized the importance of compatibility 
 between the thing being diffused across a population and the sociological and psychological condition of the adopter or group of adopters (Katz, 1999: 149; Tarde, 1903).  For early theorists, the most successful cases of diffusion and adoption occurred when the thing or idea being diffused was most similar to pre-existing structural and cultural conditions (Tarde, 1903, 1989; Katz, 1999).  Moreover, early diffusion theorists argued for the downward movement of an innovation, birthed within the dominant upper class, and adopted by subordinate middle and lower classes (Sorokin, 1941).  Sorokin’s studies of mobility depict diffusion of an idea or thing often imposed upon by those more powerful, sometimes adopted unknowingly, and, at other moments, with awareness. Thus, he offers an account, however flawed, of working class domination and agency. In this sense, Sorokin echoes Simmel’s top-down diffusion model of fashion, of upper class construction and development of trends and lower class adoption and absorption of those trends 
(Crane, 1999: 15; Simmel, 1904). 

Later classical studies of diffusion within communications and sociology examined the roles and interactions between interpersonal networks and the use of tools for mass communication (such as the radio) in the spread of an idea or thing (Katz, 1999: 146). Furthermore, later classical diffusion theorists turned attention towards the formation, dynamic, and effects of the role of media (as transmitters of ideas and practices) on the development of political attitudes and public opinion. 
 Theorists of this later school located diffusion as the primary, causal mechanism of innovations (Pemberton, 1936; Rice, 1928; Strang and Soule, 1998). Indeed, early investigations of diffusion assumed an almost coterminous relationship between diffusion and innovations (that is, the new item or idea spread throughout a population). 

Ogburn’s theory of cultural lag (1964) added nuance to understandings of the novelty of innovations. The theory of cultural lag argued for variation across social and cultural institutions during adoption of an innovation.  Within this variation, a lag occurs between the initial diffusion of an idea or thing, as different institutions change and incorporate the innovation at different times and different rates (Fisher and Wright, 2001). Ogburn’s theory of cultural lag assumes the impact upon intertwined and dependent cultural processes by autonomous technological innovations, and thus allows the theoretical foundations of cultural lag to slip into technological determinism (Fischer and Wright, 2001). For Ogburn, technology is understood and explained as the primary mechanism of social change (Fisher and Wright, 2001).

Ogburn’s theory of cultural lag and criticisms against it hint at the limitations of (earlier as well as later) classical understandings of diffusion, particularly the de-emphasis, although not complete neglect, of diffusion’s cultural basis. Classical diffusion studies formulated understandings of the role of cultural practices in the diffusion of an idea or practice (Rogers, 1964: 58-59) based on the assumption that cultural processes were shaped and determined by structural actions. Classical diffusion approaches were often accused of reifying cultural items, and of failing to catch cultural processes at work. 

The works of Talcott Parsons achieved far-reaching influence in classical diffusion studies. A Parsonsian perspective understood cultural patterns as values, ideas, and other symbolic meaning systems that held “society” together.  Parsons’ functionalist theoretical foundation contains a dearth of studies examining symbolic forms and processes, including myth and ritual. Parsons’ early efforts at transforming understandings of “social action” posited an actor’s internal processes of meaning creation as distinct from his system for interaction, and thus granted cultural processes particular (and relative) autonomy.  Thus, rather than examination of how cultural practices built upon one another, cultural items and practices were placed outside of structural actions.  Parsons’ evolutionary model introduced the importance of temporality into diffusion processes. During diffusion processes, there is often a gap between when an innovation or cultural pattern is introduced and its subsequent adaptation. His model also theorizes on conditions for the success of an innovation (Parsons, 1964).  When an innovation is introduced, successful adoption is dependent on its origins, emerging either internally or externally outside a population (Parsons, 1964: 341).

Drawing on these functionalist assumptions of cultural practices and social change, classical inquiry into diffusion was cut off from interpretative methodologies. Since internal “meaning-making” processes were of little interest to functionalist-driven diffusion theorists, diffusion studies assumed an emphasis on the adoption of values to be institutionalized, and not on processes of interpretation.  Moreover, classical diffusion studies assumed the homogeneity of a population in which members had equal chance of being affected by an innovation (Strang and Soule, 1998)
. Thus, theorists often failed to catch occurrences of items or information flows disseminated not just within, but also into and across disparate, hierarchical populations. 

Classical studies eschewed in-depth analysis of cultural practices. In turn, theorists chose an emphasis on structural mechanisms, such as social networks, that promote internal diffusion of new information flows, ideas and things within a discrete population (Strang and Soule, 1998)
. Because classical studies emphasized sameness, similarity and mutual identification as fundamental conditions for diffusion within a population, the intra-population analysis of classical studies emphasized strong, dense ties amongst members of a group as a fundamental (structural) mechanism for the transmission of new information and things. Burt’s analysis of structural equivalence (1987) finds that actors within shared, similar networks often develop competitive strategies for maintaining relations within that network or tie.  Meyer and Strang (1993) argue that during diffusion and subsequent adaptation, actors’ consider the successes and failures of previous actors’ activities. These preceding experiences, together with a historic context of modernity (and the rise of the modern nation-state), creates an environment for successful diffusion. Modern nation-state legitimacy often rests on conflicts surrounding the elaboration or restriction of assumed universal rights, articulated through state policies, and often relying on the support of scientific knowledge. Thus, given the role of the nation-state in facilitating these values and beliefs, diffusion of innovations in the form of state policies creates a flow in which innovations are easily expanded. Commonly held assumptions of modern life—for example, universal rights, the importance of science—allow actors to engage in competition with other actors and share common categories and identities, together with common, collective understandings and shared meanings. These similarities provide a foundation for diffusion of new information, ideas and things. (Meyer and Strang, 1993).  Granovetter’s (1978) work on threshold models and weak ties emphasized the saliency of individual motivation and loose, less dense ties in the development of innovative information and practices. 
,
 His analysis of threshold models examined the rational calculations and decision-making of aggregated, individual behavior. Assuming the rationality of individual actors operating with full information, the spread of social actions rests on individual thresholds.
 Granovetter’s theoretical model asserted an actor calculates decisions based not only on the influence of pre-existing norms, but also on the interdependence of others’ decision making
 and the number of individuals already participating in an action, thus individual thresholds are situation dependent and subject to change. 

Granovetter’s argument emphasized the numeric quantity of social relations but not their quality (with the exception of descriptions of weak and strong). Unlike the psychologically driven explanations of the collective behaviorist approach that understands individuals engaged in collective action to be strangers to one another, Granovetter examined how the impact of pre-existing, structurally based networks alter interaction between groups. His analysis attempted to distinguish why individuals become involved in collective action when they do and how their individual choices may or may not translate into aggregate, group-based activity. The sociological model of threshold includes variation and heterogeneity of preferences, the contingency of actors, the interdependence of decisions across time (Granovetter, 1978: 1435). 

Granovetter’s threshold model does not deal explicitly with the notion of ties, except as a variable affecting the influence of rational calculation for involvement. Underlying the threshold and bandwagon argument is the importance of networks that contribute to the calculation of some proportion of costs and benefits in individual decision-making. Granovetter’s continuing analysis on both the threshold model as well as role of networks in shaping social structure maintain similar concerns, that is, how does one bridge the micro and macro divide? How does individual behavior spread, diffuse and form into large-scale group activity?
    

In his analysis
 of networks and the strength of personal ties, Granovetter argued that the spread of information (or whatever is to be diffused), while difficult to test and examine empirically,  “…can reach a larger number of people, and traverse greater social distance (i.e. path length) when passed through weak ties rather than strong (Granovetter, 1978: 1366).” Crucially, for the study of diffusion, Granovetter argued that while diffusion studies acknowledged the importance of personal relations in the spread of things or ideas, they failed to examine the quality of interpersonal connections maintained between individuals.
  Within his own study of ties, Granovetter fails to explore the inherent weakness of the absence of weak ties.
 The disadvantage of strong ties and the advantage of weak ties lie in weak ties’ ability to scale out an innovation (or tactic) to other groups. While strong ties may reaffirm a particular clique, lack of weak ties and an abundance of strong ties amongst groups and individuals often works to reaffirm a clique’s cohesion, leaving unopened the space for the spread and sharing of innovations or coalition formation with outside ties and networks.
 Thus, failure to connect amongst weak linkages stymies the spread of an idea or thing. 


III. Social Movement Approaches to Diffusion:


The works of earlier and later classical diffusion studies contributed key insights for studies of diffusion within social movements, and indeed provided researchers with fundamental assumptions and models to be used as guides for future research. As my following discussion will hopefully demonstrate, this diffusion of influence may also be reversed.  Research on social movements and diffusion contributed to explanations of what types of processes and mechanisms allow for the successful transfer and adoption of individual participation, action and organizational forms across and within populations (most often, although not exclusively, organizations formed and maintained outside formal, mainstream institutions).  Moreover, research on diffusion within social movements offered theoretical contributions to understanding the outcomes and consequences of diffusion. Empirical and theoretical studies on diffusion within social movements also drew on interpretative work outside of the social sciences, and thus developed nuanced analysis of what types of practices diffused across macro-level institutions. Framing theorists examined how diffusion processes were transformed by interpretations and meanings held by actors. 
 Drawing on these approaches, the relatively new study of transnational movements has brought to the theoretical and empirical foreground questions on the successful diffusion of new tactics and strategies where similarities between structural position and shared cultural symbols may remain ambiguous amongst participants. 

A. Processes and Mechanisms:


What types of processes and mechanisms might contribute to diffusion of individual participation, action and organizational forms within social movements? The literature may be divided into four components: 1) networks, direct and indirect ties, and spatial similarities 2) brokerage 3) contagion and 4) cycles of contention and protest.

Diffusion between two channels depends not only upon rational calculations and interpersonal relations between individuals but also upon the influence of indirect, non-relational conductors of innovations, such as forms of mass communication
.  Information may spread across nation-states through non-direct ties when personal relations are not available, provided an analogous self or collective identity exists between transmitters and adopters. Two categories along which innovations may flow: direct (network, structural, relational ties) and non-direct (termed “cultural linkages”) channels (Meyer and Strang, 1993). 

Meyer and Strang examine the relational foundation of diffusion, and emphasize the importance of both temporal dimensions of diffusion as well as the cultural constructions of meaning that occur before, during, and after the spread of social entities. Meyer and Strang’s analysis places their discussion of diffusion within the historical context of modernity. They argue the rise of the nation-state, the role of scientific theorizing and the importance of scientific practitioners are crucial variables in ensuring the institutionalization of scientific thought.
  Institutions such as universities and the press help ensure the subsequent ease with which scientific knowledge and theory are passed on and spread to a wider population. Specifically, Meyer and Strang argue that the modern practice of “theorizing” that is, the development and specialization of analytic concepts and categories, the examination of patterned relations
 promotes and speeds up the processes of diffusion within cultural domains.

Meyer and Strang’s argument regarding the place of social structure in ensuring the ease with which particular innovations are spread follows research on the saliency of modern institutions like the state in opening up opportunities for the flow of practices within social movement organizations.  In response to the individualist approach of earlier collective behavior models, and based on researchers’ own participation in movements of the late twentieth century, studies within the resource mobilization and political process paradigms emerged, de-emphasizing the role of individual disposition and motivation in collective action and focusing on the role of structure (Bibby and Brinkerhoff, 1974; Bolton, 1972; Harrison, 1974; Heirich, 1977; Orum, 1972; Snow et al, 1980; Von Eschen, Kirk, and Pinard, 1971)
.  Political process and resource mobilization theories stress that individual, psychological attributes account less in explanations of the spread of movement participation than structural opportunities and openings.
   Ideological commitment matters little if the individual is not located structurally within a preexisting network of relations to bring him or her into movement involvement. 

B. Consequences: 

 What are the advantages and disadvantages of diffusion for social movement groups? Diffusion offers the opportunity for social movement groups to model other groups, and in so doing, provides the foundation for justifying the use of certain tactics and strategies.  McAdam and Rucht (1993) focus on the diffusion of social movement ideas, and offer a critique of Meyer and Strang’s argument on diffusion of state policies.
  McAdam and Rucht argue that the construction of sameness is not specific to circumstances of non-direct dispersion of SM ideas and policies. Rather, they argue that the level of identified similarity between adopters and transmitters need not be high, since all instances of diffusion involve some degree of identification between the two actors—adopter and transmitter.  Instead, relational, interpersonal ties
 make identification of sameness, (and thus the spread of ideas and practices), stronger and more likely than in instances of the non-direct spread ideas and practices.  Drawing on their empirical research of cross-national diffusion between the US and German Left, McAdam and Rucht argue that Strang and Meyer’s analysis overstates the separation of nondirect, nonrelational diffusion and direct diffusion into discrete analytic categories.  Furthermore, nonrelational diffusion, McAdam and Rucht state, cannot be understood as simply the absence of direct, relational ties (McAdam and Rucht, 1993).   Rather, processes of diffusion often blend the two categories simultaneously. Instead analysts of social movements should consider the dynamic between the two channels, the flow of actions and ideas cross-nationally and across regions, to distant groups and individuals,
 as reliant on a process.  This process is socially based in which “adopters” create an idea of their identity and who they are, as similar or analogous to transmitters.  The “modeling” or mimicking process is crucial for diffusion because “modeling” provides a justification for the adopters’ actions. For McAdam and Rucht, the vital, modeling process is more likely to come about if direct, interpersonal ties occur.  McAdam and Rucht’s empirical example of the German New Left provides evidence of the dynamic interdependence of the identification process, aided by direct channels of contact between adopters and transmitters.
 During the nascent days of the German New Left, young German activists spent time with American New Left activists and communicates through a shared language of English and relied upon similar, shared life experiences (both groups were predominately students).  Thus, when apart, German activists were able to rely on other forms of non-relational ties in order to sustain their activities, tactics, and strategies. Furthermore, vehicles such as the international press and television allowed German activists to continue to be informed by and draw upon the activities of the US New Left.

McAdam and Rucht’s work draws on social movement literature detailing the effects of interactions among actors on long standing practices of contention and the adoption and development of new, effective forms of protest (Krinsky, 1999: 2).
  Tilly’s analysis of popular collective action in Europe and North America during the late 18th  and early 19th century introduced the notion of repertoires into the study of collection action and social movements (Tilly, 1992, 1994, 1995). Repertoires may be understood as a set of practices maintained by the interaction of multiple groups,
 creating a collective identity of “we” and “us”, most often against “them” (Krinsky, 1999).  Repertoires of action develop contentious elements when the outcome of claims maintained by leaders and followers impact the interests of claims-makers (Tilly, 1994).  The spread of contentious repertoires (through interactions of group practices) is highly constrained by dynamics between claims-makers and actors acting on behalf of institutions such as the state. Thus, an important component to the diffusion of repertoires of contention is the struggle between actors.  Tilly and others (Clemens, 1996; Tarrow, 1994; Meyer and Tarrow, 1998) argue that the spread of innovation contains a performative mix of  “newness” in order to generate notice from audiences as well as the references, for (audience) comprehension, to previous repertoires, (Krinsky, 1999: 2). As Tilly notes, most new innovations die quickly, and those that survive often operate on the margins of social life.  Furthermore, for claims-makers, successful outcomes help ensure the survival of a repertoire.

 Clemens’ (1993; 1996) research on American social movements of the late 19th century draws on Tilly’s notion of repertoires as well as the work of neo-institutionalists (DiMaggio and Powell, 1991).  Clemens’ analysis expands on the notion of repertoires as sets of interactions through her examination of social movement organizations’ interactions with institutionalized, state processes.   Clemens’ argues that SMOs draw upon organizational forms that are simultaneously innovative as well as known, and thus create repertoires of organizational practices. Through the adoption of familiar and unfamiliar innovations, social movement groups are not wholly incorporated into the state apparatus, but also shape and alter their political landscape. 

McAdam (1994) draws on the notion of repertoires of contention in his analysis of spin-off and initiator movements. Spin-offs, (thereby de-emphasizing the importance of political opportunities in their tactics and strategies), innovate and change the cultural forms initiator movements often neglect to challenge. Rather than assume movements are discrete entities with particular, individual internal make-ups
, McAdam positions his analysis through examination of two distinct types of movements. Spin-off and initiator movements are separated by their dependence on dissimilar social processes
, yet both are located within an expansive political and cultural field, often struggling for survival and thus dependent on similar repertoires and strategies for action (McAdam, 1994) 
.   McAdam writes, “Repertoires, then, are properly viewed as among the key cultural innovations whose diffusion gives the protest cycle its characteristic shape and momentum (p236).”  McAdam argues initiator movements develop in response to large-scale structural changes, attempt to undermine current arrangements of power and respond to openings of political opportunity. 
   As their title indicates, spin- off movements develop after the spread of initiator movements across political and cultural fields.  As spin-off movements emerge, McAdam argues, they are less dependent on opportunities provided by the state, and organizational forms established by previous, initiator movements.  Thus, McAdam concludes, initiator movements may help galvanize later movements of struggle, but movements developed from initiator’s influence do not develop similar challenges to existing political power. Instead, McAdam argues, spin off movements focus on the lessons learned from initiator movements in attempting to confront and reconfigure dominant cultural values.
McAdam’s discussion of latecomer or spin off movements emphasizes two features crucial to social movement participation. Engagement in collective action depends upon rational, critical appraisal of existing social relations and a commitment to group action.
 McAdam, throughout much of his research, terms these dual conditions “cognitive liberation.” Scholars of social movements have analyzed and elucidated elements of McAdam’s category of “cognitive liberation,” unpacking its epistemological and ontological composition.  Meyer and Whittier’s analysis of the “spillover” between several “new” social movements—feminism and anti-nuclear, peace movements—theorize on the processes of by movements adopt and diffuse between one another.  They argue that other social movements are located in a field of social movements and thus often work in coalition with one another.
  Furthermore, spatial and ideological overlap may lead to the creation of a social movement community, in which cultural practices from one movement, such as writings, music and art are then shared and incorporated by another, linked group.  Shared practices are accompanied by shared use of participants.  Gently arguing against McAdam (and remaining sympathetic to political process accounts), Meyer and Whittier argue that within the broad public, political sphere, spin-off and spill-over movements impact institutional and practices. For example, women of the former second wave were able to use pre-existing activists networks as well as current employment opportunities (in politics, law, and research foundations, for example) to raise financial and ideological support for the emerging anti-nuclear movement (Meyer and Whittier, 1993).  

Whittier and Meyer’s analysis of the relationship between feminist and anti-nuclear movements demonstrates the interaction between the formulation of a collective identity and the diffusion of practices and ideas.  The process of forming communities and enacting collective identities among group members means developing not only a sense of the groups and ideas “we” are against, but also who “we” are a part of, the coalitions and groups “we” are also simultaneously in alignment (Jasper, 1998; Polletta and Jasper, 2001).  Social movement communities and activist identities are formulated not only in response to opposition parties, but in dialoging, speaking and linking to other movements like their own.  
C. Diffusion and Transnational Contention: 
Soule’s analysis of shantytown tactics amongst US college students expands upon the preliminary findings of McAdam and Rucht’s research on the conditions of cross-national activist networks among the US and German New Left. Contrary to McAdam and Rucht’s hypothesis that an interaction of direct and indirect ties contributes to diffusion within movements, Soule’s findings on the spread of a particular tactic among college students of similarly ranked institutions indicate that the strength of indirect ties contributes significantly to the solidification of a group’s collective identity (Soule, p873). According to Soule, the shantytown tactic diffused across particular higher education institutions, ones that shared similar structural location as elite, well-endowed, wealthy colleges and universities. 

Soule’s analysis underscores the connection between networks, ties and the establishment of a sense of solidarity and “we-ness” in helping diffuse ideas and practices within social movement organizations.  I argue for a similar framework for analysis, that is, the interactions, networks, collective identity and diffusion considered within study of transnational social movements.

Wood’s analysis of transnational social movement  (TSMs) dynamics examines the internal strategies that create mechanisms for TSMs’ survival and maintenance. The persistence of the inequality between North and South stems from the reality that families, businesses, banks and corporations based in the North own and control most of the world’s capital. Wood asserts that this asymmetric relationship between the North and South is often recreated within the anti-globalization movement’s internal relations.
  Northern participants are involved in anarchist, direct action, peace and environmental movements. In the South, participants are involved in unions, peasant and indigenous movements, among others. 

Wood asks how transnational movement actors acting in broad coalition, strategically respond to particular political and economic contexts and struggle to maintain ideological commitments that must traverse local and national geographic, economic, and cultural spheres? She details various attempts to grapple and overcome these internal organizational inequalities, through structurally based ‘decentralization’ and the more cultural, reworking of ‘alliance identity.’ She argues that transnational social movement organizations (TSMOs) must create collective, activist identities that facilitate support for transnational movement activities as well as local actions (Wood, p6). 

Drawing on Smith (1997), the more cohesive a network of TSMOs within the environment or locale of other transnational organizations, the greater the facilitation for movement actors to overcome various challenges and constraints to organizing and mobilizing transnationally.   Smith notes in her study that the density of TSMOs networks within their environment with other ISOs and NGOs is increasing—given their geographic dispersal and frequently overlapping memberships. How does diffusion of NGO practices and ideas impact internally the organizational make up of TSMOs? What is the role of direct and nondirect ties in facilitating diffusion?

Further study of diffusion of practices and ideas between activists from the North and South allow analysts to understand more precisely the internal organizational conditions crucial to the strategic formation of a collective ‘we.’   Moreover, emergent theories of diffusion amongst transnational movements highlight that movements are not single, discrete actors and instead must be understood as dynamic sites of contested action.  Furthermore, within these locales, transnational participants do not passively accept or receive ideas and things. Processes of adoption and adaptation are most often negotiated and contested amongst actors. As Chabot and Duyvendak discuss, diffusion across transnational movements involves not only top down, but also bottom-up adoption, with a reformulation of tactics and strategies by adopters as well as transmitters (Chabot and Duyvendak 2002: 728). 

Conclusion:

As recent work on the study of social movements demonstrates, social movement actors and organizations seek to alter not only specific political landscapes. SM participants and their organizations work to challenge cultural practices as well as enact instutitutional, structural change (Whittier and Meyer, 994; Cohen and Arato, 1992).  Consequentially, contemporary movements often emphasize both internally and externally processes for organizing members, the choice of particular decision making procedures, the formation of a certain set of ideological beliefs, amongst other practices, as salient to their collective identity.  Together, these elements help form a movement’s signature.  Given recent cultural and structural challenges of movements, elements of a past movement’s uniqueness frequently carry over to other movements.  Influenced by a proceeding movement’s “success”, movement participants may adopt particular organizational strategies, recruitment tactics, and ideological beliefs from previous movements, amongst an array of options.  Classical diffusion theories assumption of unchanged elements passed fluidly from transmitter to adopter fails to capture the unstable and unpredictable processes of negotiation and contestation inherent within diffusion. Furthermore, within these processes of negotiation, only discrete elements of a repertoire diffuse, facilitated and shaped by configurations of ties and channels. 
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� A third question group concerns itself with the modification or alteration of mechanisms and processes through diffusion. To what extent are framing processes changed in and through processes of diffusion? What are the effects of organizational and action forms on diffusion processes? How does interpretive work select and transform practices that diffuse? (Strang and Soule, 1998: 277).  For the purposes of this draft, I will highlight and discuss the first two question sets.





� Rogers’ review of diffusion studies examined 506 such works (Granovetter, The Strength of Weak Ties, p.1366.)  


� Sorokin’s theories on diffusion included a critique of this S curve, and argued against its assumption of universalism. Instead given the myriad of diffusion processes, Sorokin argued, several S curves might exist (Katz, 1999: 151).


� The saliency of similarity and compatibility between adopter and transmitter to the successful diffusion and adoption of an idea or thing continues to be a fundamental assumption within diffusion research today. See Snow and Benford, 1999.


� As Crane writes, “…often through imitation, contagion and differentiation.” 


� Paul Lazarsfeld’s theory two-step flow of information theory provides a vital example of these works.





� This trend may be seen within studies of social problems.  Most researchers of social problems traditionally focused on the construction and diffusion of individual claims made within parameters of the nation-state (Best, 2001). Traditionally, researchers limited their attention to the impact of claims with scant focus on the connections between claims and processes of claimsmaking.  Like classical theories of diffusion, diffusion of social problems was understood as a fluid and inevitable transfer from transmitter to adopter. More recent research (Best, 2001) into the study of social problems has examined the diffusion of exchanges between multiple nation-states, and its effect on altering public policies. 


� Granovetter moves explanations of the diffusion or spread of collective action from diffusion as contagion perspective of the collective behaviorists to a focus on the impact of social structure on collective outcomes.


� Granovetter,  “Threshold Models of Collective Behavior”, p1430.


� Granovetter writes that a “threshold is…the point where the perceived benefits to an individual of doing the thing in question (here, joining a riot) exceed the perceived costs…Development of threshold models could be applied to …diffusion of innovations…[as] actors wait until a proportion of their peers engage in a new alternative innovation (p1422-1423).


� Ibid, p1435. 


� Granovetter, The Strength of Weak Ties, 1973, p1360.


� Idid, 1973.


� Granovetter, “The Strength of Weak Ties”, p1366.


� Sociological analysis of urban life often depicted weak ties as associated with anomie and alienation. See Wirth, 1938. 


� Gans’ The Urban Villagers (1962) argues that that the working-class population of Boston’s West End could not fight against changes in their neighborhood because of their inability to form a coalition of community groups and leadership to fight against urban renewal. An interpretation of Gans’ case study using Granovetter’s analysis suggests that the breakdown into isolated cliques occurred because of the cluster of networks was supported only by strong ties and the absence of weak ties (Granovetter, 1973).


� Also thereby offered critiques of many of the theoretical foundations underlying classical diffusion theories.


� Television is a strong example of “ mass communication.” I’d argue relatively new media such as the Internet pose potentially new questions for how and when collective identities emerge.


� Meyer and Strang write, “one reason for emphasizing the sciences and professions is that these communities are relatively central, prestigious, influential, and so not only construct models but are able to promote them vigorously…diffusion…requires support from other kinds of actors…state authorities, large corporate actors, grass-roots activists. In some way, models must make the transition from theoretical formulation to social movement to institutional imperative (Ibid, p495).”


� Ibid, p492.


� Relatedly, Meyer and Strang’s early work emphasized the spread of public policy and other forms of group innovation across nation-states.





� McAdam, p65.


� Doug McAdam, Recruitment to High-Risk Activism: The Case of Freedom Summer, AJS, vol. 92, 1, (July 1986): 64-90. 


� State policies are among an array of organizational novelties Meyer and Strang discuss.


� Interpersonal and relational ties often imply preexisting connections as well (McAdam and Rucht, 1993).  


� Ibid, p60.


� McAdam and Rucht write, “the German New Left…having identified with their American counterparts…combined with other amplifying factors—language facility, shared status as students, similar social profiles—these contacts made the many nonrelational channels available to the German students all the more effective as means of communication… the German New Leftists were encouraged to seek information by whatever means were available…such non-relational channels as television, the print media, and scholarly and radical writings helped fill the void (p.74).” 





� For example, Clemens, 1996; Tarrow, 1994; Meyers, 1998.


� Repertoires are understood as “…the entire set of tactics or actions a group of actors uses to assert different claims. Repertoires are historically specific and express what “actors’ know how to do and what others expect them to do (Tarrow, p70).


The nuances within repertoires of contention are important to note. Tilly writes of repertoires, “People in a given place and time learn to carry out a limited number of alternative collective-action routines, adapting each one to the immediate circumstances and to the reactions of antagonists, authorities, allies, observers, objects of their action, and other people somehow involved in the struggle (p27).”  Repertoires of collective action designate not individual performances, but means of interaction among pairs or larger sets of actors (p27)…social relations, meanings, and actions cluster together in known, recurrent patterns…many possible contentious actions never occur because the potential participants lack the requisite knowledge, memory, and social connections…the appearance of new forms results from deliberate innovation and strenuous bargaining…while contenders are constantly innovating…they generally innovate at the perimeter of the existing repertoire rather than by breaking entirely with old ways.  Most innovations fail and disappear; only a rare few fashion long term changes in the form of contention.  Durable innovations generally grow out of success, as other actors rapidly borrow, then institutionalize, a new form of action that visibly advances its users’ claims.  When that happens, all parties to the action, including authorities and objects of claims, adapt to the new presence (p28).” 





� McAdam notes that political process theory offers explanations for movement emergence, and fails to theorize on the developmental contingency of movements on one another  (McAdam, p220). From  ‘“Initiator” and “Spin-off” Movements:  Diffusion Processes in Protest Cycles”, Repertoires & Cycles of Collective Action. (1995). Duke University Press: Durham. 





�Ibid, p219.  


� McAdam writes “…[spin-off and initiator movements] are but a part of a broad and rapidly expanding political-cultural community fighting the same fight on a number of related fronts. And a significant part of what links and defines those groups as a coherent community is their reliance on the same tactical forms (p. 236).”


� McAdam argues political opportunities exist when conditions between challengers and state adversaries allow for a break down of power differentials to occur between the two sets of actors. 


� McAdam, 1994: 228.


� Meyer and Whittier, 1999: 490. 


� Wood discusses tensions within PGS surrounding undetermined and unestablished decision-making process. Once source is the frequent suggestion of the Northern activists to base decision-making on consensus.
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