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testify to its heuristic value20 But it is
only one approach; and our need now,
it seems to me, is not for limitations but
for a marked broadening in the scope
and range of our clforts.

Such a broadening has, in fact, been
urkler way for some time, I see it in
the very eflort of Smith and Windes to
distinguish the innovational movement
as a discrete genre, 1 see it in Zarefsky's
identification of the tlree “establish-
wmemt”  movements  within - President
Johnson's War on Poverty. I sec it in the
distinctions drawn by Cathcart between
“managerial”  and  “confrontational”
rhetoric with respect to the typology of
movements# 1 see it in the work of
Windt, Campheli, Chescliro, and others
interested in approaching movements
from a generic perspective.2? I see it in
a range of studies, from the varied ap-
proaches of Andrews, Gronbeck, and
Lucas, to Clark’s recent examination of
the "masking”™ function of a movement's
rhetoric, Foss' application of Burke and
Borinann in a “fantasy theme” analysis
of the rhetoric of a pro movement, and
Solemon’s explication, through "mythic
analysis,” of the rhetorical structure of a
counter movement.? And eertainly I

20 Marie J. Rosenwasser, “Rhetoric and the
Progress of the Women's Liberation Movement,”
Today's Speech, 20 (1972), 45.56: Brenda
Rebinson Hancock, “Affirmation by Negation in
the Women's Liberation Movement,” Quarterly
Jowrnal of Speech, 58 {1972}, pP- 264-71: Charles
A. Wilkinson, “The Rhetoric of Movements:
Definition and Mc!hmlnlngicnl Approach, Ap-
pliedd to the Catholic Anti-War Mavement in
the Unitcd States,” Diss. Northwestern Uni-
versity 1974; David Zareisky, "President John-
son’s War on Poverly: The Rhetoric of Three
'Establishment®  Movements,”  Communication
Monographs, 414 (1977), 352-78,

21 Catheart, “Movements:  Confrontation as
Rhetorical Form,” p. 287.

22 FTheodore Q. Windt, Jr., “The Diatribe;
last Resort for Protest,” Quarterly Journal of
Speech, 58 (1972, 1-14; Karlyn Kehrs Campbell,
“The Rhetoric of Women's Liberation: An
Oxymoron,” Quarterly Jouraal of Speech, 59
(197%), 74-86: James W. Chesehro, “Cultures in
Conflict—A  Generic and  Axiological View,”
Taday's Speech, 21 (1973), 11-20.

23 James R. Andrcws, “The Passionate Nega-
tion; The Chartist Movement in  Rhetorical
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saw it at San Antonio, on the occasion
of Simons' seminar on the rhetoric of
social movements, as the pluralism of
the essays in this issue of the Central
States Speech Journal should make clear.

I would hope that our interest in
movement studies might continue
through the decade ahead. I would hope
that we would continue to welcome a
variety of conceptions of movement and
approaches to their analysis. Questions
remain as to definition, form, motiva-
tion, methodology, and meaning, We
need to know more about the rhetoric
of movements in their entirely, just as
we nced more understanding of the
rhetorical structures and functions of
periods of inception. crisis and con-
summation. In our darker moments,
such efforts may seem futile—at worst,
a striving after the wind; at best, as
fruitless as the hope of counting the cats
of Zanzibar. “It is not worthwhile”
Thoreau tells as, “to go round the world
to count the cats of Zanzibar.” But he
adds, “Yet do this even till you can do
better, and you may yet find some
‘Symmes’ Hole” by which to get at the
inside at last."2t Even so. How do we
know what is to be found if those in-
clined to count cats do not make the
venture? They should not be dis
couraged.

Perspective,” Quarterly Journal of Speech, 59
(1973}, 196-208; Bruce E. Gronbeck “The Rhet-
oric  of Social-Tnstitutional Change:  Black
Actinn  at  Michigan,” in Explerations in
Rhetorical Criticism, ed. Charles Stewart, G. P.
Molrmann, and Donovan J. Ochs, (University
Park: Pennsylvania State University Press,
1973), 96-123; Stephen E. Lucas, Portenls of
Rebellion:  Rhetoric  and  Revolution in
Philadelphia, 1765-1776 (Philadelphia: Temple
University Press, 1976); Thomas D, Clark,
“Rhetoric. Reality, and Rationalizatiion: A
Study of the Masking Function of Rhetoric in
the London Thkeosophical Movement,” Ceom.
munication Quarlerly, 26 (1978), 24-30; Sonja
K. Foss, “Equal Rights Amendment Controversy:
Two Worlds in Conflict,” Quarterly Journal of
Speech, 65 (1979), 275-88; Martha Solnmon,
“The ‘Positive Woman's' Journey: A Mrythic
Analysis of the Rhetoric of Stop ERA,” Quarter.
ty Journal of Speeck, 65 (1979), 262-14.

M Sce Henry Thoreau, TWalden, “Conclusion.”

"SOCIAL MOVEMENT":

PHENOMENON

OR MEANING?

Michael Calvin McGee

HE problem before me is deter-

mining whether or not the rhetoric
of social movements constitutes a
distinctive theoretical domain. I want to
say “of course,” but I cannot: Like
dramaturgists with the concept “script,”
and psychohistorians with the concept
"fantasy," social theorists have failed to
shoulder the burden of defending the
empirical relevance and for utility of one
of their most basic concepts, “social
movement.”! Since I would not like
being read as arguing definitions, as
many do, I intend to demonstrate that
when I say "Social movement is a set
of meanings and not a phenomenon,”
my reference is to a significant error
of conceptualization. I believe that the
rhetoric of social movements may be-
come a distinctive theoretical domain,
but only as a theory of human con-
sciousness, The second part of this essay
is an elaboration of that conviction.

I

As I understand the process of
theory-building, if it is to achieve the

Michael Calvin McGee is Associate Professor
ef Rhetorical Studies at the Uinversity of fowa.
The author wishes lo thank Professors Bruce
E. Gronbeck and John Lyne for exceptionally
useful criticism and encouragement.

IFor a much more detailed defense of the
chiim that conceptna) failures currently hamper
the development of all social and political sci-
ences, see W. Lance Bennett, The Folitical Mind
and the Pelitical Environment: An Investigation
of Public Opinion and Political Consciousness
{Lexington, MA: Lexington Books, 1975}, es-
pecially pp. 4-25, 80-103, 110-11. See also Gareth
Stedman Jones, “From Historical Sociology to
Theoretical  History,” British  Journa of
Sociology, 27 (1976); 205-305.

status “theory,” any prose must reliably
describe, explain, and predict something
directly or inferentially in human ex-
perience.2 There is no doubt that "social
movement(s)"’ exist in human experi.
ence, but there is serious disagreement
about how they exist3 The critical
problem for theorists is determining
whether “social movement” is directly
or inferentially in human experience.
If a thing is directly in experience,
it is a *phenomenon;” if it is inferential-
ly in experience, it is an interpretation,
a “set of meanings.”

Descriptions, explanations, and pre-
dictions of phenomena are theories of
things “out there” which present them-
selves equally to all human beings. In
the social world, then, institutions and
organizations such as the U. 5. Con-
gress and Standard Oil Corporation are
phenomena present to each of us re-

2In my view, theory must (a) formally ad-
vance a generalization which (h) resolves a
mystery apt to be confronted in daily experi-
ence, The truth-claim advanced (¢) must be
demanstrably  reliable when it is measured
against (I} some, but wno particular, clearly
articulated  epistemic standard. A complele
theary provides (€) a conceptually clear aml
formal description of the object of theorizing,
{ly an explanation of the origin and salicnce of
the object, and (g) criteria useful in prediction
of probable outcome in future encounters with
like abjects.

3See Anthony Giddens, Central Problems in
Sacial Theory: Action, Struclure and Contra-
diction in Social Anelysis (Derkeley: Univ. ol
California Press, 1979}, especially pp. 165-23%;
Michel Foucault, The Archacology of Knowl-
edge, trans. Alan M. Sheridan-Smith (1969; Eng.
trans, New York: Harper, 1972 J. G. A. Pocock.
Polilics, Laugiage and Time (New York:
Atheneumn, 1973); Rosalind Coward and Johu
Ellis, Language and Malerialism: Devclofunents
in Seminlogy and the Theory of the Subject
{London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1977).

CENTRAL STATES SPEECH JOURNAL, Volume 31, Winter 1980



234 CENTRAL STATES SPEECH JOURNAL

gardless of our political views or
personal experience with them. De-
scriptions, explanations, and predictions
of mcaning, on the other hand, are
theories of consciousness, of human
agreements  as  to the  significance,
salience, wutility and morality of phe-
nomena. Thus, in the social world,
policies and ideologies such as “con-
tainment” and “imperialism” are sets of
meanings  inferentially held by the
whole or a significant part of society.

Theories of things, of course, can take
consciousness inte account, and theories
ol consciousness can explain the rise,
fall or persistence of phenomena. For
example, Whyte's classic  study of
American husiness organizations suggests
convincingly that the reward system
forces human beings to display the signs
of a particular consciousness, whereas
Horkhcimer’s equally classic study of
“authority” shows persuasively that
interactions in the nuclear family ex-
plain the cmergence of totalitarian
states and institutionst The problem is
not conuecting phenomena and mean-
ings, therclore, but rather deciding
which explains what.

It 1 witness the phenomenon “man
speaking,” and if T am curious about the
content of what is being said, a con-
ceptual choice between at least two
alternatives® looms before me: (a) I can

15cc William H. Whyte, jr, The Or-
ganizntion Man (New York: Simon & Schuster,
1956); Max Horkheimer, Critical Theory: Se-
lected Fssays, trans. Matthew J. O'Connell ct al.
(New York: Seabury, 1972), pp. 47-128,

% A couccivable third alternative would re-
quire us to recognize the “speaking” and “con-
tent” as identitics and as themselves the object
ol study, “coming first” in the attempt to
vxplin phenomena as the grounding of sig-
nification (the “ultimate significd”} and in the
attempt  to understand  human  consciousness
“itprisoned™ in  is  material manifestation,
language. Sce Maurice Merleau-Tonty, Signs,
trans. Richard C. McCleary {1960; Eng. trans.
Evanston: Northwestern Umly.  Proess, 1964);
Jacques Lacan, ficrits, A Selection, trans, Alan
M. Scheridan-Smith (New York: W, W. Norton,
1977); and Fredric Jameson, The Prison-Fouse

decide that the phenomenon ‘'comes
first” and say that '“speaking” and
“content’” are properties, components,
or manifestations of the whole phe-
nomenon. I hear “man speaking” claim-
ing to be "reasonable,” and I agree that
what I hear is “reasonable.” 1 am not
thus far in error, but if 1 go further in
regarding a quality of ‘“speaking”
(“reasonable™) as if it were a property
of the phenomenon itself (“reason”), I
have made a mistake. I have rediscovered
a formally correct but empirically
irrelevant 18th-century notion, "“faculty
psychology."® (b} On the other hand,
I can decide that sets of meanings “come
first” and argue that “speaking” and
“content” are signifiers, articulation, or
material manifestations of a particular
consciousness which I recognize as more
or less common. T hear “man speaking”
claimn that "Standard Oil is a cancer on
American demaocracy” and interpret the
words as indicating that “man speaking”
does not like “Standard Oil" and that,
in his view, policies toward “Standard
Oil” should function much as treat-
ments for a deadly disease function.
Again, I am not thus far in error, hut
if T go further and view a phenomenon
("Standard Oil”) as if it necessarily im-
plied one specific set of meanings {one's
policy toward things metaphorically re-
garded as “cancerous”), 1 have made a
fundamental mistake reciprocating the
error which produced faculty psychol-
ogy.” The error in both cases is that I
have confused phenomena and inter-
pretations.

Most writers on the subject, particular-
Iy those working under the influence of

¢f Language (Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press,
1972).

8 See Gary Lynn Gronkhite, “Logic, Emotion,
and the Paradigm of Persuasion,” Quarterly
Journal of Speech, 50 (1964), 13-18.

? See Hayden White, Metahistory: The His-
torical I'nagination in  Nineteenth-Century
Lfurope (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Univ,
Press, 1973), pp. 22-29.
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American empirical sociology, treat so-
cial movements as if they were phe-
nomenal. Smelser, for example, chooses
the terin “collective behavior” as a syn-
thesis of “collective outbursts” (panics,
crazes, and hostile outbursts) and “col-
lective movements” (a collective effort
to modify norms and values). Having
suggested that perceptions of collective
behavior are “spontaneous and fickle,”
that episodes of collective behavior
“cannot be controlled experimentally,”
and that case studies of collective be-
havior cannot be demonstrated to be
typicai, he asks the question, “To what
kinds of phenomena does this term
refer?” Smelser has, in my judgment,
answered his question before he begins.
“Collective behavior,” as he uses the
term, cannot possibly refer to phe-
nomena; rather, his disclaimers suggest
that if we have a subject of study at
all, it is meaning. Yet Smelser continues
by associating collective behavior with
particular situations which are “deter-
minants” of belief and attitude. Specifi-
cally refusing materialist, symbolist, and
psychological descriptions of the human
consciousness, Smelser proceeds to iden-
tify the phenomenal situation in which
collective behavior occurs with the
collective behavior itself. By the time
he has identified ‘‘movements,” he seems
to be talking strictly about political
organizations and assumes that there is
a correspondence between one’s member-
ship in an organization and one’s
universe of attitudes and beliefs 8

8 Though he canlions the reader that he is
using "coltective behavior” in a highly technical
sense, Smelser using 2 persuasive definition. He
wishes to argue that such behaviors as panics,
crazes, hostile outbursts, and “movements” are
distinct in kind from ordinary social behaviors.
But this remains an assertion in his theory, for
he fails to confront the sense in which all
social behavior is collective behavior, distinct
from what he wishes to call “collective” only in
interpretive judgments an observer might make
about the rationality, the utility, or the morality
of the behavior. See Neil J. Smclser, Theory of

In communication studies, too, “social
movements’ are treated as phenomenal,
Indeed, Simons has suggested that there
is now a “near consensus” as to the iden-
tity of "movement,” that “social move-
ment” is now part of “conventional
scholarly pariance,” and that secur-
ing paradigmatic agreement as to “'cton-
ceptual geography” is no longer a
problem. Simons’ “near consensus”
appears to be an agreement that dif-
ferences in the usage of "movement”
rellect differences in “disciplinary per-
spective rather than differences in the
phenomena.” In the mold of American
empirical sociology, Simons objectivates
“social movement” by giving the aileged
phenomenon an almost organic pres-
ence: “Any student of movements must
come to grips with the mix of elements
that comprise movements of whatever
sort: their strucwral and functional
characteristics; their origins in society
and culture; their evolution over time;
the resources they mobilize and deploy;
the power wiclded against them; the
ideas that animaie them; the symbolic
acts and artifacts that embody those
ideas; and the intended and unintended
effects that movements produce” (italics
mine). So clear is Simons' treatment of
"social movements” as if “they” were
plienomena that he consistently commits
the pathetic fallacy and comes dan-
gerously close to the organic metaphor
Nisbet so roundly condemns.?

Collective Behavior
1962), pp. 2-21.

8 Herbert W. Simons, Elizabeth Mechling,
and Howard N. Schrier, “Functions of Com-
munication in Mobilizing for Collective Action
from the Bottom Up: The Rhctoric of Social
Movements,” in Handbook of Rhetorical and
Commrunication Theory, ed. Carroll C. Arnoid
and John Waite Bowers, (Boston: Allyn &
Bacon), in press. Sec also, Herbere W. Simnons,
“Commentary on  farelsky’s Paper,” Working
Papers of Seminar on Rhetoric and Social
Movements, Speech Communication Association,
San Amtonio TX, Nevember 1979, p, 6: “The
term social movement” and the delinition of
that construct typically provided by sociologists
have become part of conventional scholaly

{New York: Tree Pross,
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“Social movement(s)’ are not phe-
nomena af a matler of fact, and creating
a theory from such a conception is to
create  the sociological or rhetorical
equivalent of “faculty psychology.” In
oie seose, developing this argument is
easy, for all that need he demonstrated
is the widely-recognized ambiguity of
the alleged phenomenon we are to call
“movement(s)."1® If T speak of “Civil
Rights Movement,”" “Labor Movement,”
or “Feminist Movemnent,” 1 am referring
cither to a scries of behaviors or to a
political organization which I could
designate in several ways. Thus, when
I sce angry picketers blocking the en-
trance to a factory, I might conceptualize
my cxpericnce with the agency of one
orr another of the following signifiers,
cachh with its own nuance: (a) “cam-
paign,” (b) “agitation,” (c) "rebellion,”
() “organization,” (e) “cabal,” ()
“revolution,” (g) “protest,’”” (h) “so-
ciopathic outhurst,” (i) “"demonstration,”
(j) “alicnation,” (k) “petitioning for
(I) “symbolic
action andjor transcendence,” (m}) “in-

redress of grievances,”

strumental behavior,” (1) “subversion,”

parlance. Given that there is necar-consensus,
and given that general agreement on terms and
definitions cnables a scholarly community to
move on to other profitable issues, ! believe
that we should accept the sociological concep-
tion unless very good reasons can be provided
10 the contrary, Thus far I have not heard those
ool reasons.” Cf. Robert A, Nishet, Social
Change ond History (London: Oxford Univ,
Press, 1969), especially pp. 251-67.

1 have yet 1o reacd 3 book on “social move-
ment(s)”" conccived as a phenomenon which did
nnt assert the dificulty of distinguishing forms
ol "inass phienomena.” Typically, writers survey
the English language for terms which journalists
Pave or might usc 1o describe unusual mass
behaviors, Such terms are then organized, vsual-
Iy orthegonally, with some variation of “size”
(genvis/specics, ¢.g.) on one axis and some varia-
tinn of degree of organization (fermal/informal,
e oo the other. After fifty years of research
andd development, the comtinued need to define
a priori (mnl then proceed to ask “To what
kinds of pheoomena docs this term  refer?”),
scems fo hespeak  such  conceptual  confusion
that one wonders if it might not be the case
thar “collective  behavior flows from  sousces
ieyond empirical explanalion.”
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{o) “industrial sabotage,” or (p) "social
movement.” Each choice represents an
attitudinal /stylistic alternative with the
power to express an individuated order-
ing of social reality and to dictate the
nature of any generalization I might
subsequently offer. Each term, in other
words, is a meaning, a condusion one
comes to about the phenomenon being
witnessed. Of course, one is not only
entitled to such conclusions, but also
generally encouraged to seek them,
No error is involved in seeing a parade
of picketers as a 'social movement.”
The mistake is treating the meaning as
if it were itself a phenomenon: The ob-
jective, empirical phenomeon of human
beings angrily parading in front of a
fence stays the same despite my choice
of one term or another to characterize
and conceptualize it. When I operate as
a theorist by fiat of definition, therefore,
insisting that there are “determinants”
or "defining characteristics” which make
the phenomenal episode “social move-
ment” and nothing eise, I am either
politicizing my theory or imputing mo-
tives to human actors by fiat of definition
only. In the first case, I would accept
the claim of human actors that their
activity is a ‘social movement,” and
that claim might not be theoretically
motivated, but merely a ploy to gain
power by controlling the perceptions of
potential adherents and opponents. In
the other case, I would consider the
claims, or lack of claims, of social actors
irrelevant. 1  would infer ‘“deler-
minants” or “defining characteristics”
from the episode which make my mean-
ing seem to characterize and motivate
participating social actors. Neither
tactic is, in my judgment, theoretical-

ly justifiable. “Movements” are not
phenomena, nor does the concept
"movement” explain a phenomenon

empirically; rather, “movement” is an
analogue comparing the flow of social

“SOCIAL MOVEMENT" 237

facts to physical movement. It is an
interpretation of phenomenal data
controlled less by what happens in the
real world than by what a particular
user of the analogue wants to see in the
real world, If I werc to distinguish
“social movement(s)” from the other
sixteen interpretive alternatives listed
above, I would say on the basis of our
experience with major “movements”
of this century—communism, [fascism,
unionism, and egalitarianism—that the
term “social movement(s)'" causes us to
order social and historical facts such
that we can maintain the illusion of
“morality,” “purpose,” and “destiny” in
largely self-aggrandizing collective be-
havior.1t _
My conclusion, of course, depends on
recognizing that “movement” is neither
a neolog nor a univecal neutral term.
That is, I presume that consctousness
of “movement” js in the public mind
and therefore in ordinary language and
that the etymology and currency of the
term  in two intellectual traditions
makes the proposition “movement is a
phenomenon” an arguable claim, not
simply an operational definition. And
that is the rub, for the claim that “move-
ment is a phenomenon" rests historically
and presently on the theorist’s preroga-
tive to attach any label to any phe-
nomenon in any context which sensibly
suits the purpose of theorizing. There is
no test which we may use to “prove” a
descriptor, since definitions are by na-
wre arbitrary understandings meant to

11 See Jean-Paul Sartre, Critique of Dialectical
Reason: A Theory of Practical Ensembles, trans.
Alan Sheridan-Smith, ed. Jonathon Ree (London:
NLB, 1976), pp. 256-341. Something of the
dilemma of intellectuals at once desiring “'sci-
entific” theory and to avoid Mannheim's paradox
{the choice between politicizing theory and
imputing motives is captured in J. A. Hall, “The
Roles and InfAuence of Political Intellectuals:
Tawney vs. Sidney Webb," British Journal of
Sociology, 28 (1977), 351-62. In my mind the
clear alternative is to abandon phenomenal or
behavioral empiricism in favor of symbolic or
“hermeneutic” empiricism.

facilitate thinking rather than be the
subject of dispute, But we should take
care that such understandings do not
actually cloud and disrupt thinking. 1t
the [unction of a definition is to confuse
a perspective toward a fact with the fact
itself, the exercise 15 not truly defini-
tional, but conceptual.

Though the line between "concept”
and "delinition” is subtle, it has been
drawn often and with profit.!2 In fact,
thete are dlesis of conceptualization,
mechanisms which we cn use (o
demonstrate the utility or descriptiveness
of one way of conceiving sensible facts
as opposed to another. Mathematical
modeling, for example, can show us
unintentional errors of causation in
generalizations made by researchers who,
blinded by the specificity of their work,
can come to reasonable but empirically
irrelevant interpretations of their data 1
When one realizes that the sentence
“Movement is a phenomenon” is more
an argumentative claim than an op-
erational definition, the intellectual his-
tory of the problem “movement”
performs the same function as mathemai-
ical modeling. That is, by reconstructing
the debate which seems to end in the
proposition “Movement is a phe-
nomenon,” we can understand the
intentional origins of the variant con-
ceptions of “movement” and, therefore,
some of the theoretical consequences of
choosing to believe the proposition.
When I survey the history of the concept
“movement,” then, I mean not to suggest
that there is an aura of “legitimacy” in

12 See, for example, Alfred Schutz, The
Plienomenolo of the Social 1World, trans.
George Waish and Frederick Lehnert (Evans.
tow: Northwestern Univ. Pres, 1967), pp. 215-
50; Roger Poole, Towards Deep Subjectivity
{New York: Harper & Row, 1972), pp. 44.77.

13 See, eg., Dean Hewes, “Finite Stochastic
Modeling of Communication Processes,” Ifuman
Communication Research, 1 (1975). 271.B3;
Joseph N. Cappella, "Talk-Silence Serquences in
Informal Conversations 1,” Human Communica-
tion Research, 6 (1979), 8-14,
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earlier characterizations of “movement,”
but rather that the history of the concept
reveals the pragmatic and ideal pitfalls
awaiting those who make ill-advised
conceptual choices.!4

The analogue “movetnent” first came
inte the English language in 1828 as a
translitecration of the French idiom
dans le mouvement, with specific refer-
ence to "Oxford” and "Labor™ move-
ments. The French idiom called up
images of lemming-like behavior. To
refer to Cardinal Newman's theology
amd Teargus O’'Connor’s agitation as
“movement” was journalistically to or-
ganize curious behaviors into a scenario
whicl could be used politically both to
oppose and to tolerate the activity of
Iringe social groups!® It so happened
that the term was chosen by intellectuals
at a time when learning was marked by
an emerging historical consciousness, an
awareness of the ways prior human
activity constrain immediate choice,
“Movement” was thus seen as “histori-
cal”” The "swim” human beings find
themselves caught up in is the product
of an “historical order,” a cansal
scquencing of events, characters, episodes
which is “movemnent” from past to
present. Hegel, Cariyle, Marx, Comte,
and Von Ranke suggested that the past
containted evidence of human destiny
whicly in time would lead to formulary
“laws of history.” Thinkers influenced
by Marx, Comte and Von Ranke at-
tempted to adapt empirical methods
developed in the natural sciences to

14 Within what I understand to be Cappelia’s
meaning, I am suggesting that we regard the
senienee "Movement s a phenomenon™ as an
“intentional communication” at least figurative-
Iy “uttered” in a conversation begun about the
year 1828, Sce Joseph N. CapPella, "The Ftinc-
tional Prerequisites of Intentional Commmunica-
tive .;yslcms," Philosaphy & Rhetoric, 5 (1972),
25147,

16 See Herbert Marcuse, “"Repressive Toler-
ance,” in Robert Paul Wolfl, Barrington Moore,
Jr., and Herbert Marcuse, 4 Critique of Pure
Tolerance (Doston: Beacon, 1969), pp. 81-123.
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create a “science of history” and thus
used the past as a data base for theaory
construction. 18 Other writers used Hegel
and Carlyle as models for an enterprise
which consisted of rewriting history to
conform to traditional patterns of
Western moral beliefs. Goldwyn Smith,
for example, saw “true” history as *'the
embodiment of pure morality and true
religion.”1" The tension between these
ideas of “movement” created a century-
long debate. The question, however, was
not about ""'movement,” for everyone was
then agreed that history “moves” in
directions which can be known. The
issue was materialism versus idealism:
The dispute was over wha! ‘moves’ in
history—the material things which are
our physical environment or the human
ideas which mediate and interpret the
facts of our experience?

As Richard Weaver explains, the
“historicism” of such figures as Marx
and Carlyle came under rigorous attack
from writers acquainted with Vienna
positivism,18 The critique has been more
methodological than conceptual, how-
ever. The question “What 'moves in
history?” was considered illegitimate be-
cause it “paratheoretical,” not
because “movement” is an inappropriate
metaphor for human collective be-
havior.’® Marx could not prove that

was

16 5ce Howard Becker and Harry Elmer
Barnes, Social Thought from Lore lo Science,
3rd ed., 3 vols (New York: Dover, 1961), 2:560-
787.

17 Goldwyn Smith, Lectures on the Study of
History (Toronto: Univ. of Toronto Press, 1873),
p- 44. Sec also, Benedetto Croce, History as the
Story of Liberty, trans. Syvia Sprigge (London:
Allen & Unwin, 1941).

18 Sce Richard Weaver, The Ethics of Rhet.
oric (Chicago: Henry Regnery, 1953), pp. 211
32 and Richard Weaver, “Concealed
in Scientistic Sociology,” Richard L. Jjohannesen,
Rennard Strickland and Ralph T. Eubanks, cds.,
Language is Sermonic: Richard M. Weaver on
the Nature of Rhetoric (Baton Rouge:
Louisiana St. Univ. Press, 1970, pp. 139-58.

10 See Karl R. Popper, The Poverty of His-
toricism, 3rd ed. (1961; rpt. New York: Harper
& Row, 1964); M. M. Bober, Karl Marx's Inter.

etoric |
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“the dialectic” actually existed in history,
the argument went, and in the absence
of positive proof, we should believe in-
stead that it was invented rather than
discovered by Marx and imposed on
rather than derived from history. Hence,
the classic “problem of mediation” or
“fallacy of imputation” was posed.?® A
failure of method, of course, can always
be corrected in the romantically rational
world of the positivist, “Movement” was
a useful concept which needed only
specification and translation in terms of
verifiably observable human activity.
Thus, in specific response to historicist
theses, the argument “Movement is a
phenomenon” was advanced, In the
United States, there is a linear, un-
obstructed development of this view-
point from La Piere to Heberle to
Smelser and other contemporaries.?!
Only recently has what Lichtheim
called "“the conservative sterility of
academic positivism” become apparent
to Americans who ponder “movement”
sociologically. Simons is not alone in
drawing from German phenomenology
alternatives to the rigid methodological
catechism of positivism.?? But however

gretation of History, 2nd ed. (1948; rpt. New
ork: Norton, 1965).

20 See Willard A. Mullins, “Truth and
Idcology: Reflections on Mannheim's Paradox,"”
History and Theory, 4 (1966): 164-95; Martin
Seliper, The Marxist Canception of Ideology: A
Critigue (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press,
1977), pp. 129-201; Doug]as Kellner, “Ideoiogy,
Marxisie and Advanced Captalism,” Socialist
Review, 8 (1978), 37-66.

21 See, for example, Richard T. LaPiere, Col-
lective Behavior  (New York: McGraw-Hill,
1934); Rudoif Heberle, Social Movemenis (New
York: Appleton Century-Crofts, 1951); Smelser;
Nisbet; John A. Rex, "The Spread of the
Fathology of Natural Science to the Social Sci-
ences,’ The Sociological Review, Monograph 16
{1970), 145.62.

22 George Lichtheim, “Sartre, Marxism, and
History,” History and Theory, 2 (1963), 229.
With just the hint of contradicting their earlier
conceptual base, Simons et al. borrew from
Peter Derger's Sacred Canopy the notion that
human betngs in collectivity have the eapacity
o dictate the conditions of “objectivity,” that
we “socially construct” reality and then ex-
ternalize and reprocess our objectivated concep-
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much I applaud such advances, I also
worry that the critique remains at the
level of methodology rather than con-
ception. I believe, in other words, that
Simons et al. reject positivism in the
study of “movement” while relaining
the conterproductive  positivist  first
premise, that “"Movement is a phe-
nomenon,”

When we think of it as 2 thrust in an
argument rather than as an operational
definition, the proposition “Movement
is a phenomenon illustrates three logi-
cal fallacies: (a) it s a tu quoque; (h)
it 1s an uawarranted reductio; and (¢}
it works by affirming a consequent ratirer
than by establishing a condition.

{a) Positivists and pragmatists in-
tended to reject both Marxist and
Idealist historicism on the ground that
interpretations of the past could not be
replicated, that “movement” was an
analogy only and not provable with the
facts of history. But as Polanyi and
Ziman both have argued, the dillerence

tinns. Berger follows Luckmann, Schutz, and
nthers in rcjecting any argument which holtds
that the "out there” world is anyihing other
than the embodiment of meaning. Simons sces
in this model a synthesis of the “objectivist”
and “interactionist” views of movement, hut
as far as I can tell, Berger's is an unambiguous
statement of the interactionist vicw, awd a
rejection of what Simons calls "objectivism.”
Simons confuses “objectivism” and the standard
“intcractionist” term “objectivation.” Though
there is always a diakectical relationship be-
tween the individual and the objectivated social
world, Berger (pp. 60-6G1) reminds ws that Tt
is important to keep in mind that the objectivity
of the insticutional world, bowever massive
it may appear to the individual, is a hunanly
produced, constructed objectivity.” The hint of
contradliction, of course, is magnified in Simon's
exchange with Zarefsky. There Simons argued
strongly for the exclusion of “institutionalized
mavements” from our conceplion “social move-
ment,” but according to Berger and Luckmann,
the only thing which can be objectivated is
precisely a social institution! Coutrast Simons,
Mecehling and Schreier, pp. 48-5% with Pcter
L. Berger and Thomas Luckmann, The Socfal
Construction of Reality (New York: Anchor
Books, 1967), pp. 60-6I, 104-28; and Allred
Schutz and Thomas Luckmann, The Structitre
of the Life-World, trans. Richard M. Zaner
and E. TFristram Engelhardr, Jr. (Fvanston:
Nerthwestern Univ. Press, 1973), pp. 261-304.
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between historicism and even theoretical
physics is in this respect a difference
of degree, not of kind.2® There is always
& problem of mediation. Because “maove-
ment” 5 mot by any claim purely
cmpirical, our very recognition of
something so conventional as “Labor
Movement” depends on an interpreta-
tion rather than data. However closely
we define a particular “movement,” the
cxistence of the term in ordinary lan-
guage increases the probability that it is
an a priort label pressed from the mind
either of the theorist or of the political
activist onto the social events witnessed.
This is not to say that earlier historicist
usages are to be preferred; rather, if it
was a fallacy for Marx to confuse dis-
covery and invention, it is also a fallacy
for Simons to confuse discovery and in-
vention,

{h) Further, beyond the annoying
inelegance of tu quoque, the proposition
“Movement is a phenomenon” scems to
be an unwarranted reductio. There is a
“swiin of things” which catches each of
us in the impulse to demonstrate how
secure we ¢an be in the comfortable
confines ol collectivity. The “swim of
things’” is an urge, a drive to make col-
lective hehavior more comfortable and
human existence therefore more "“mean-
ingful.” Hegel, Marx, Carlyle, and Von
Ranke posed a sct of questions directly
related to the cxperience, not of par-
ticular facts, but of a zeitgeist: How
are “meaning” and “pattern” perceived
in human social life? Where does
this “swim” originate, and where does it
go? Do such concepts as “progress” and
“huwman destiny” have any capital? Such
questions necessarily are begged by so-
ciological conceptions because the ex-
pressed need to define an interpretive

21 8¢cc Michacl Polanyi, Persanal Knowledge,
corvected o, (Chicage: Univ. of Chicaga Press,
IElﬁEl), pp. %17, 132.202; and John Ziman.
Pullic  Knowledge (Cambridge: Cambridge
Univ. Press, 1968), pp. 13-29, 77-10L.
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analogy as an empirical fact requires us
to translate human fear and hope into
human behavior and social fact. We
cannot even use the word directly when
we write theories: Thus, in the con-
ceptual system Simons et al. suggest,
“social movement,” seems to mean little
more than “organization,” “industry,”
andfor “sector.”’?* There is nothing in
such operational translations about hu-
man consciousness of “movement”: All
the questions inspired by the nineteenth-
century analogy disappear in the study
of what are conceived to be things. Put
another way, Simons et al. do not re-
quive either the concept “movement”
or the concept “rhetoric;” they say
nothing about the human condition
which could not be said with the term
“organizational communication,” and
they say nothing at all about the mean-
ing of collective life, about “progress”
and “human destiny.”

(¢} Finally, the claim “Movement is a
phenomenon” works only by affirming
the consequent. A “Civii Rights Move-
ment,” for example, comes to be recog-
nized, even to exist as “‘movement,” not
hecause a writer carefully compared
"organization” or “behavior” to well-
thought-out theoretical models of “move-
ment,” but rather because a group of
alienated individuals chose to define the
nature and direction of their political
behavior with the analogue ‘‘movement.”
Nor it is difficult to expiain such choice,
for it is no accident that a sociological
conception of “‘movement” first appears
in a context of determinism. In the terms
of nineteenth-century social theory, a
“movement” is always and inevitably
successful because it is propelled by
history itself. No matter what we do,
no matter how we attempt to alter
historical forces, the “movement” drones
on in 44 time, never impeded for more

24 Sce Simons, Mechling and Schreier, es-
pecially pp. 3-7.
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than a trice. It is this meaning which
survived the demise of historicism, this
meaning which is an indispensable part
of communist, fascist, nnionist and egali-
tarian ideologies. A politician, even in
the United States, would have to be a
fool to call an attempt to use the brute
power of an aroused collectivity any-
thing other than “movement.” Thus, if
we agree that an organization cailing
itself ""Hitler Youth Movement” in fact
is an empirical specification of the con-
cept “movement,” we thereby grant
an aur2 of academic or theoretical
legitimacy to a patently rhetorical ploy.
Put in logical form, we would be saying
“If social movement existed empirically,
surely people in fact would organize
themselves into groups called 'move-
ments.” Since people have organized
themselves into groups they call ‘move-
ments,” then social movement exists
empirically and can be studied objective-
ly." That tactic, characteristically em-
ployed by such lights of American
empirical sociology as Smelser and Bell,
affirms a consequent.?

If we choose to believe that "Move-
ment is a phenomenon,” I conciude, the
product of cur work will always be
theoretically suspect and as empirically
irrelevant as Simons et al. observe "ob-
jectivist” sociological theory to be.2t We
could justify owr most fundamental
concepts against competing Marxian
and structuralist alternatives only by
claiming as a weakness in our com-

23 Smelser Tejects out of hand the possibility
that “collective hehavior flows from sources
heyond empirical explanation,” defines “collec-
tive behavior" eccentrically and technically as
an a priori construct, and proceeds to adduce
examples and to find phenomena which fit his

rior distinctions. As Dolbeare and Dolbeare
indicate, Daniel Bell worked the same alchemy
with the construct “ideology.” See Smelser, pp.
1-21; Daniel Bell, The End of Ideology (Glencoc.
IL: Free Press, 1960); Kenneth M. Dalbeare and
Patricia Dolbeare, American Ideologies (Chi-
cago: Markham, 1971), pp. 1-21.

26 Sce Simons, Mechling and Schreier, p. 50,
where they develop this argument.
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petitors’ logic of assumptions that we
ourselves make. We would always be
hard-pressed to transcend specificity,
unable to answer- the abidingly in-
teresting questions originally posed with
the concept “movement.” And we would
be obliged to ground operational
nietheds in formal and informal logical
fallacies, thereby opening ourscives not
only to the charge that we are sloppy
scientists, but even to the suggestion
that our procedures tend to foster a
political Toading of allegedly descriptive
theoretical constructs.??

n

What are the alternatives? Asstming
that we have no more wish to associate
ourselves with the homilies of orthodox
Marxism than to drink the bitter re-
sidues of positivism, 1 helieve that we
should encourage Zarefsky, Hyde and

Smith, Carleton, Frentz and Farrell,

McGuire, and others in developing con-
cepts of communication in general and
“"movement” in particular which focus
on the problems of meaning and inter-
pretation.28 That s, if the study of

2T The concrete human hehaviors one would
like tn perceive as “revolutionary” or part of
@ "movement” are clearly distinguishalile rom
ordinary criminal hehavier only by the value
jutrment  that  something  inherent in  the
sacicty  legithmates sociopathic conduct. What
niight seem a simple operational labeling in
Ihrere. therefore. eontld he in practice a stamp
of legitimacy (even of approval) for crstwhile
criminal hebavier, transforming, for example.
the “Bader-Meinhof Gang” of terrarists intn
an  incipient  “‘revolutfonary  mavement”  of
crusaders against oppression.

28 See David Zarefsky, "President Johnson's
War an Poverly; The Rhietoric of Three ‘Estah-
lishment' Movemenis,” Cemmunication Mano-
graphs, 44 (1977}, 352-7%; Michael J. Hyde and
Craig R. Smith, "Hermeneutics and Rhetoric:
A Scen bhut Unohserved Relatinnship,” Quarter-
Iy fournal of Speech, 65 (1979), 347-6%; Walier
M. Carlcton, “What is Rhetorical Knowledge?
A Response to Farrell-And More,” Quarterly
Journal of Speech, 64 (1978), 313.28: Michacl
McGuire, “Mythic Rhetoric in Mein Kampf:
A Structuralist Critique,” Quartesly Journal of
Speech, 63 (1977, 1-13; Thomas B. Farrell and
Thomas 8. Frentz, "Communication and Mean-
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“movement’’ is ever to become a “dis-
tinctive theoretical domain,” I believe
that it nust be as a “hermeneutic”
theory, not as a purely “behavioral” or
“phenomenal” theory. I would like to
SCCk an account of human COHSCiOUSﬂCSS,
not an account of human organizational
behavior. Both technical and practical
perceptions of “movement” suggest that
human beings want to see their environ-
ment described as an ordered progres-
sion of mutually salient episodes. The
possibility that life is nothing more than
a cosmic joke, a random and entropic
sct of essentially irrelevant experiences,
is so unflattering that we temd to dismiss
it summarily. Whether one is caught up
in political agitation, Iascinated by the
appearance of pattern and meaning in
history, or desirous of being no more
than a detached witness to endemic
social change, “movement” is our
fondest wisl, our dream, a reason to
continue living in buman society, for it
contains an affirmation of human sig-
nificance. A consciousness is presumed
by the concept “movement” which re-
quires meaning, order and pattern in
human experience even when these
regularities must be manufnclured.l A
theory of movement, therefore, must
determine the identity and meaning of
the consciousness which inspires us, as
citizens and as scholars, to secek and see
“movement” when we look at historical
ahd social facts, Is it useful to think of
the fact of change or the attempt to
change as “movement”? What function
does such a characierization have in the
human mind? What relationship does
consciousness of "movement” bear to
Lhuman collective behavior? To what
extent are such visions merely manipula-
tive delusions? In my mind, these should
be the primary and abiding questions
of a theory of social movement.

ing: A Language-Action Synthesis,” Philosophy
& Rhetevic, 12 (1979), 215-55.
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A theory of movement answering such
questions would represent a total recon-
ceptualization of current procedures, a
basic alteration of figure and ground
relationships between "movements” and
human communication. In nineteenth-
century historicism, “movement’” was not
a phenomenon, but it was thought to be
objective. So "movement” was ground
or context, and human communication,
when it was thought of at all, was con-
sidered to exist as a figure within the
“movement.” Similarly, those who ac-
cept the sociological proposition that
“Movement is a phenomenon” see an
objective thing, sometimes an organiza-
tion or institution, sometimes a more
gelatinous “situation” with objective
“constraints” which allegedly imprison
or circumscribe intentional communica-
tion2® In either case, the “rhetoric of
social movements” is passive, reactive, a
facilitator of change, subordinate to and
determined by an objective phe-
notnenon, When I envision an alterna-
tive theory of movement, however, I sce
“movement” existing as a figure or
meaning within the ground /context of
human communication. “Movement” is
as meaning within a term, an organizing
analogue of social facts which can be
objectivated only in linguistic usage. Be-
cause it is the expression of those who
need, seek and see “progress” or
“destiny,” the whole notion of “move-
ment” is “mythical, ‘a trick-of-the-mind

2 This is evident in Simens, “Reply 1o
Zarcfsky,” p. 4: 1 view my own approach as
highly consonant with Bitzerian situational
theory. 1 argue, in his terms, that a given class
of situational exigences and constraints will
impel and constrain movement rhetors in par-
ticular ways. For example, a militant movement
orpinization will typically be more constrained
by agents of soctal control then, say, an cs-
tablished philanthropic organization; and its
rhetoric will thus differ as well.” Simons' refer-
ence is to Lloyd F. Bitzer, “The Rhetorical
Situation,” Philosophy & Rhetoric, 1 (1968),
1-14. Bitzer's is a causal theory with the causcs
presupposed: Communication and jts siuation
are covariant with cach other, but they are
codeterminant only with "cxigence.”
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which must be understood as an illusion
and not as a fact. 1 believe, therefore,
that the appropriate models for our
scientific study of “movement” are
treatises in critical science. I mean to
recommend the work of such as
Habermas, Feuer, Gouldner, Eco, and
Foucault on the problem of conscious-
ness generally and the problem of
i ideology specifically} In my mind, these
are the conceptually legitimate studies
of "movement(s).”3¢

1 agree in principle with Zarefsky and
Sillars that rather than trying to create
a theory about the use of communica-
tion in social movements, we prohably
are better off exploiting the uniqueness
of our subject matter by making a rhe-
torical theory of movement.®! That is,
the impulse to see “movement” in cer-
tain changes and not in others is re-
corded in attempts to make such
perception general through the rhe-
torical community. A survey of any
nation's thetoric should clearly indicate
that normative descriptions for common
phenomena have or have not changed.
When _people use new words—or ob-
viously atiribute new meaning to old
words—wé can dssume that consciousness
of their environment has “moved” by
measure of the difference in descriptors
themse or in meanings. We will not

A0 See, for example, Michele Foucault, The
Archaeolo, of Knowledge, trans. Alan M.
Sheridan-Smith  (I1969; Eng. trams. 1pt. New
York: Harper & Row, 1976); Umberto Fco, A
Theory of Semiotics (Bloomington: Indiana
Univ. Press, 1976); Lewis Feusr, Ideolngy and the
Ideologists (New York: Harper & Row, 1975)%:
Alvin Gouldner, The Dialectic of Ideology and
Technology (New York: Seabury, 1976); Jurgen
Habermas, Coemmunication and the Evolution
of Society, trans, Thomas McCarthy (Boston:
Beacon, 1975).

31 Sce David Zarefsky, “On Distinctions with-
out Differences: Do Social Movements Have a
Unique Rhetorical Form? Working Papers of
the Seminar on Rhetoric and Social Movements,
§peech Communication Association, San Antonio
TX, November 1979; and Malcolm O, Sillars,
"Nefining Movements Rhetorically: Casting the
Widest Net,” Southern Speech Communication
Jotrnal, in press,
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say that “movement” exists or has oc-
curred until we can demonstrate by a
survey of public discourse that descrip-
tors of the environment have changed
in common usage in such a way as
to make “movement” an arguably ac-
ceptable term uselu! in formuiating the
chain of facts we helieve to have con-
stituted a real change. The primary
objective of a theorist working under
such constraint is to prove rather than
presume the existence of "movement(s).”

I have argucd elsewhere for one alterna-
—

tive in such proof: Beciuse there is a
hasic vocabulary of normative terms in
any social-political system, and hecause
those terms exhibit both diachronic and
synchronic structures, we can prove
"movement” by abserving changes in the
"ideographic” structures of social norm-
systems.d? Since one can produce the
thetorical artifacts which document this
evolution of meanings, technical use
of the concept “movement” seems
legitimate. The rhetorical  artifacts
which warrent claims of “movement”
also give us a concrete object of study,
for we can point to changes in patterns
of discourse directly, in a way con
ceptually impossible if we conceive of
“movement” as existing apart from
consciousness and for independent of the
discourse  which communicates
sciousness.

con-

Lucas has characterized the two
orientations contrasted here as a recon-
cilable disagreement between “histori-
cal” and “sociological” conceptions of
“movement.” At first 1 was comfortahle
with this synthesis. T think, because 1
have more sympathy for the 19th-
century historicist than for the 20th-
century  positivist.
however, 1

Upon
agree that
approach is “historical;” rather, it is

cannot my

328ce "The ‘Ideograph’ A Link Between
Rhctoric and Ideology,” Quarterly  fournal of
Speech, 66 (1980), 1-16.

reflection,

1
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