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Karl-Dieter Opp

Collective Political Action
A Research Program and Some of Its Results*

Abstract: This paper describes a research program that focuses on the explanation
of political protest and its causes. The starting point is Mancur Olson’s theory of
collective action. This theory is modified, extended and applied to explain political
protest. In particular, it is argued that only a wide version of Rational Choice theory
that includes ‘soft’ incentives as well as misperception is capable of providing valid ex-
planations of protest behavior. Another part of the research program is the utilization
of survey research to test the predictions about protest behavior that are generated
from the wide version of Rational Choice theory. The research program further aims at
(a) comparing empirically Rational Choice and alternative propositions, (b) providing
micro-macro explanatory models, (c) dynamic theoretical models, and (d) explaining
preferences and beliefs which are usually treated as exogenous variables. The paper
further reports some results of the research program.

1. Introduction

Mancur Olson’s theory of collective action advanced in his book The Logic of
Collective Action (1965) is among the few testable theories with high explana-
tory power in the social sciences that has generated a vast number of empirical as
well as theoretical research over decades. Although the theory is still debated the
following general assessment will be shared by many social scientists: “...since
the publication of Mancur Olson’s book there has been a whole series of advances
in our understanding of collective action, a cumulative progress rare in the social
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in Leipzig (East Germany), has been supported by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft
(German Research Association). I am also particularly indebted to two colleagues one of
whom was and the other still is involved in the research program to be described in this
article. The international project was initiated together with Edward N. Muller (University
of Arizona) with whom collaboration began in the mid-eighties. The first outgrowth of this
collaboration was an article of 1986 (Muller/Opp 1986). Muller died in a tragic accident in
summer 1995. Muller and I recruited, among others, Steven E. Finkel (University of Virginia,
Charlottesville) with whom collaboration continues. Many ideas regarding measurement and
theory came up in discussions with these colleagues. I wish to thank Steven Finkel also for
very valuable comments on this article.
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sciences” (Taylor/Singleton 1993, 195).! Nonetheless, the still growing literature
on the theory indicates that there are many unresolved problems. It is thus no
surprise that there is also a vast number of critical assessments of the theory.?
These critiques range from out-of-hand rejections (see, e.g., Kim/Bearman 1997)
to detailed criticism that is often constructive in the sense that specific improve-
ments are suggested which are based on empirical research. Most contributions
to the theory of collective action pertain to the latter type of work. This paper
takes the position that Olson’s theory has high explanatory power and provides
valid explanations for a vast number of phenomena. However, there are also
several weaknesses. They gave rise to a research program that this author is in-
volved in for about two decades.® This article sets out some of these weaknesses
and describes a research program that was designed to improve the theory of
collective action. In describing this program some results of the empirical studies
that were carried out to test modifications and extensions of Olson’s theory will
be mentioned in passing.*

2. The Starting Point: Why Do People Participate in
Protest Action?

The research program started with a substantive explanatory problem that this
author was concerned with in the mid-seventies: why do people engage in protest
action such as participation in demonstrations, blocking streets or wearing but-
tons with political slogans? The answers of sociologists provided at that time
were not satisfactory, and they are not satisfactory either today.? I will outline
major deficiencies of the sociological approaches later on. Instead of apply-
ing or improving sociological theories of the middle range it seemed preferable
to generate testable predictions about protest by applying a general theory of
action. The theory of rational action — henceforth called “Rational Choice The-
ory” (RCT) - was an obvious candidate to be applied for several reasons. First,
it was applied by sociologists, especially in the tradition of George C. Homans,

1 For detailed discussions of the theory see Sandler 1992; Udehn 1993; 1996.

2 See, e.g., several of the recent volumes that criticize public choice theory, which includes
Olson’s theory, such as Green/Shapiro 1994 (and Friedman 1995 with a collection of essays
that discuss the critique of Green and Shapiro); Monroe 1991; Udehn 1996.

3 This program began with a theoretical treatise (Opp 1978). A secondary data analysis
(Opp et al. 1981) followed. In a next step several empirical investigations were designed to
test various propositions of the research program. The following books are an outgrowth of
the research program: Opp et al. 1984; Opp 1989; Opp/Roehl 1990a; Opp et al. 1993 (English
translation Opp et al. 1995b); Opp 1997. Articles in English are: Muller/Opp 1986; Opp 1986;
Opp 1988; Finkel et al. 1989; Opp 1990a; Opp 1990b; Opp/Roehl 1990b; Finkel/Opp 1991;
Opp 1991b; Opp 1993; Opp/Gern 1993; Opp 1994; Wolfsfeld et al. 1994; Opp et al. 1995a;
Jasso/Opp 1997; Opp 1998a; Opp 1998¢; Opp 1998d; Opp 2000; Opp 2001c. Some features of
the research program are also discussed in Opp 1990b; 1998a. Further work that is explicitly
based on this research program is Baumgértner 1991 and Vogt 1995.

4 A brief summary of the major ingredients of the research program is provided below in
the section “Summary of the Research Program” — which is for readers who are in a hurry.

5 For overviews of sociological contributions to explaining protest and social movements
see, e.g., Della Porta/Diani 1999; Hellmann/Koopmans 1998; McAdam/Snow 1997.
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as well as by a large number of other social scientists — economists and political
scientists in particular — to explain various kinds of collective behavior. Protest
is a kind of collective behavior. RCT is thus in principle apt to explain protest
action. Second, the critics of this theory did not provide a better alternative,
and the theory seemed rather successful in explaining a great many social phe-
nomena. It seemed thus reasonable to apply it also to explain protest behavior.
Third, in order to explain protest one need not begin on scratch: there was
already a full-fledged theory of collective action, based on RCT that was es-
poused in the work of Mancur Olson (1965). At first sight, it seemed that this
theory could immediately be applied to explain protest. The theory explains
when people contribute to provide public goods. The protesters’ goals are pub-
lic goods (such as terminating the use of nuclear power, reducing pollution or
preventing various political decisions such as building new highways through
residential areas).® Protests are contributions to provide these goods. To be
sure, participating in protest action is different from most other contributions
to the provision of a public good because protesters do not themselves produce
the public good but put pressure on others such as governments to provide it.
However, the theory is not restricted to explain only certain kinds of contribu-
tions so that it can be applied to explain protest as well. However, a closer look
indicated that the theory was burdened with several problems. These problems
and the research program that was designed to remedy these problems will be
outlined in the following sections.

3. Soft Incentives, Misperception and the Theory of
Rational Action

How would an explanation of protest look like if we apply Olson’s theory? The
public goods most protesters wish to be provided can only be produced if a
large number of people participate in putting pressure on a government. The
single member of such a group has only a negligible impact to bring about the
public good. For example, one out of 100,000 demonstrators will not have any
noticeable impact on prompting a government to provide a public good. It is
thus of no avail to participate because the production of the public good cannot
be influenced by the participation of a single individual. In addition, participants
incur costs when they participate such as the time spent at the demonstration.
This time could be used for other activities that provide more benefits than
participating in a demonstration. The preference for a public good will thus
not prompt individuals to participate. However, there may be other benefits or
costs that obtain when individuals participate or do not participate. These are,
by definition, selective incentives. For example, unions provide not only public
goods such as higher wages for employees; they further offer special benefits, i.e.
positive selective incentives, such as cheap insurances or legal advice for those

6 A public good is defined as any good that every member of a group can enjoy. if it is
provided, even if a member has not contributed to its provision. Examples for public goods
are laws, a clean environment, or public safety.
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who join them and thus contribute to the provision of the public good (or goods).
These benefits may be so high that they outweigh the costs of contributing and,
thus, prompt individuals to become union members and to participate in the
provision of the public good.

Two problems arise when this reasoning is applied to explain political protest.
One problem concerns Olson’s assumption that the actual impact an individual
has on the provision of a public good in a large group is negligible. This is cer-
tainly correct from the point of view of an observer. But do protesters perceive
the situation as it actually is? A first indication that this is not the case are
conversations with protesters. We often asked them in our qualitative interviews
whether it would not be better for them to stay at home because their participa-
tion would not make a difference anyway. The common reaction to this question
was anger: protesters definitely thought that they could contribute to the pro-
vision of a public good. It thus seems that actual influence is misperceived, i.e.
overestimated. Various surveys confirm this: interview questions that try to
tap the extent to which people think they are politically influential when they
protest indicate that average influence of the population. is not zero and that
there is a wide variation in perceived political influence.”

This finding has an important implication for explaining political action and
political protest in particular. If individuals regard themselves as influential even
in a large group, then public goods preferences, i.e. discontent with the extent to
which a public good is provided, are an incentive for protest participation. Thus,
if influence is not zero protest participation becomes more likely if discontent is
high. This prediction is confirmed by several empirical studies (see the references
in the previous footnote).

The other problem of applying Olson’s theory to explain protest is that the
selective incentives Olson considers are not provided to protesters: they don’t get
cheap insurances or other material or tangible incentives when they participate.
Does this mean that protesters don’t get selective incentives at all? Conversa-
tions with protesters suggest that their participation is triggered by very elusive
motivations that proponents of the theory of collective action are reluctant to
count as incentives at all. For example, people may feel an obligation to partic-
ipate or there may be a chance to meet nice people at the demonstration venue.
Furthermore, if people have friends who share the concern for a public good
the members of such a social network reward each other for participation, and
there is disapproval for staying at home. Thus, it seems that moral incentives
(i.e. the felt obligation to participate in protest) as well as social incentives (i.e.
various kinds of actual and expected social rewards in case of participation or
punishment in case of non-participation) affect participation in protest action.
We measured these incentives in our empirical studies. Multivariate analyses
in which these factors were included as independent variables suggest that they
have significant effects on protest participation.®

The previous theoretical argument raises a general theoretical problem.

7 See, e.g., Finkel et al. 1989; Gibson 1991; Moe 1980; Muller/Opp 1986; Opp 1988; 1989;
2001a; 2001b.
8 For the effects of moral incentives see, e.g., Chong 1991, 93-100; Marwell/Ames 1979;
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Olson’s theory of collective action is based on RCT. Assume that protest par-
ticipation can be explained by public goods preferences and the perception that
one’s contribution makes a difference, by moral and social incentives. Is this
really a rational choice explanation? A standard argument of many proponents
of RCT is that such explanations are completely ad hoc and arbitrary. RCT in-
cludes tangible incentives such as repression or money and not elusive phenomena
such as moral norms or social rewards. The assumption of misperception is also
regarded as ad hoc: the common assumption is that in general reality is perceived
correctly. There may be misperceptions, it is argued, but they are corrected over
time because misperceiving reality is costly. The question thus is whether the
explanatory argument outlined before is a rational choice explanation.

Our position is that RCT is a general theory of action. It posits that prefer-
ences and constraints are the major factors that determine behavior, and that
people try to achieve those outcomes that are best for them, given the con-
straints they face. This is the general or, as we prefer to say, wide version of
RCT. Ostrom (1998) has aptly characterized this version in the following way:
“Consistent with all models of rational choice is a general theory of human be-
havior that views all humans as complex, fallible learners who seek to do as
well as they can given the constraints that they face and who are able to learn
heuristics, norms, rules, and how to craft rules to improve achieved outcomes.”
(9) Thus, all kinds of preferences may affect human behavior. These preferences
may consist of following rules, getting social rewards from reference persons or
getting material private goods such as cheap insurances. Furthermore, people’s
perception of the situation is relevant. For example, in deciding whether I will
participate in a demonstration it is of importance whether I think that my par-
ticipation makes a difference and not whether the participation actually makes
a difference. This wide version of RCT is compatible with the assumption of
bounded rationality (see, e.g., Simon 1985).

Proponents of RCT are divided on the issue whether such a wide version of
RCT or whether a narrow version is more appropriate. The latter would assume
that only palpable incentives matter and that reality is, by and large, perceived
correctly. I have defended a wide version in a recent article (Opp 1999a) where
I discuss in detail the arguments in favor and against it. I will only mention
one major argument that is used by opponents of a wide version: it is held that
introducing soft incentives such as norms and allowing for misperception is ad
hoc and makes the theory tautological. The charge is that it cannot be deter-
mined whether people have norms, are altruistic or misperceive reality. These
factors can thus always be invoked if a phenomenon is to be explained, and it is
not possible to provide any evidence that is independent of the behavior to be
explained. For example, the question of why person A participated in a demon-
stration could be answered by pointing out that A thought his participation
would make a difference. How do I know this? The answer could be: don’t you
see that A participated? The argument that no evidence can be provided for the
existence of soft incentives and misperception is clearly wrong. A major feature

Muller 1979; Opp 1986; 1989. For the effects of social incentives see, e.g., Klandermans 1984;
McAdam/Paulsen 1993; Opp/Gern 1993.
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of the research program this paper focuses on is that soft incentives and mis-
perception are measured by the standard methods of empirical research. Thus,
it is not simply assumed that protest norms or an overestimation of political
influence prompt people to protest. Simply postulating this would, of course,
be ad hoc. Instead, one of the major ingredients of the research program is to
provide empirical evidence for such claims — see the next section. The previ-
ous argument implies that a wide version of RCT is not tautological (or, more
precisely, analytically true) either. If a theory can be tested and, thus, can be
wrong it cannot be tautological.

4. Testing Rational Choice Theory in Natural Situations
by Survey Research

The research program that this paper focuses on did not only endeavor to ex-
plain protest action by applying RCT but further aimed at testing the explana-
tory arguments empirically. This is not at all obvious for proponents of RCT.
For example, Laver (1997, 4) argues: “The essential purpose of the rational
choice approach is thus to construct a logically coherent potential explanation
of the phenomenon under investigation. Empirical validity is always welcome, of
course, but it is not the primary motivation.” We do not share this position but
believe that not only the construction of a rational choice explanation but also
its empirical test are of equal and central importance. How could we otherwise
find out to what extent a rational choice explanation is borne out by the facts
and how it fares in comparison to alternative explanations?

If empirical testing is regarded as important the question arises what research
designs are appropriate. Many scholars working in the rational choice tradition
use experimental designs to test their propositions. Protest behavior occurs in
natural situations. To be sure, it may be possible to test certain implications
of a theory of protest in experimental settings (see, e.g., Snijders/Raub 1998).
But a theory that refers to real life phenomena should also be tested in real life
situations. If this is accepted the question arises what method is most suitable.
A test of a theory of protest must ascertain subjective phenomena such as beliefs
(e.g., perceived political influence) and preferences (political discontent or the
extent to which people accept protest norms) as well as objective phenomena
such as membership in groups or in networks of friends. In order to measure
subjective as well as objective social phenomena a research design would be most
appropriate that combines survey research and observation. But such a design
turned out to be very complicated and costly: interviewing samples of, say, 500
respondents and observing their behavior over a year or so would not only be
technically difficult but very expensive as well. It seemed most reasonable to
test the theoretical propositions by survey research. The idea is simple: if you
want to know what people want and what they believe then ask them.

In regard to measuring objective phenomena, it does not seem problematic
to measure phenomena such as present group memberships. It is more problem-
atic to measure past protest behavior by retrospective questions. In doing so we
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presented respondents with a list of protest behaviors (such as participating in
political demonstrations, working in a protest group) and asked them for each
behavior whether they never considered to participate, considered to participate
and did not participate, participated once or participated several times. This
question refers to activities in the past two years. It is plausible that the answers
to such retrospective questions are reliable because participating in protest does
not occur often and is an uncommon activity that people will remember. How-
ever, reporting past protest behavior might be unpleasant or subject to social
desirability. We therefore asked the questions about protest participation in a
separate questionnaire that the respondent filled out, put in an envelope, sealed
and passed to the interviewer so that the interviewer could not see the answers.

Proponents of RCT are particularly skeptical about testing RCT theory by
survey research. Some of the problems such as the validity of respondents’ an-
swers exist for every survey and are thus not specific for investigations that
test RCT. As the previous paragraph indicates, there are various strategies to
increase the validity and reliability of surveys. We took great care to phrase
the questions so that respondents can understand them, and we measured vari-
ables such as political discontent by using batteries of questions and mostly not
single questions in order to improve the reliability of the answers. For all ques-
tionnaires, extensive pretests were carried out. We are thus confident that the
information elicited by our questionnaires reflect the actual preferences, beliefs,
behaviors and other properties of the respondents.®

One major argument against using survey research to test RCT is that utility
cannot be measured at all (or at best only in experimental settings). In refuting
this argument we refer to the vast number of studies by social psychologists that
test value expectancy or similar theories which pertain to the family of RCT.
“Utility” is seen here as referring to human motives that can be tapped by asking
people.l® We thus do not subscribe to a view that the variables of RCT are not
accessible to direct measurement in surveys.

In order to avoid misunderstandings I would like to emphasize that we do
not ask our respondents why they participated. Thus, our research is not based
on a reason analysis in which the researcher asks individuals whether certain
incentives were related to the performance of their actions. Instead, we ascer-
tain factors such as membership of various groups, acceptance of protest norms
or perceived influence and then examine the effect of these factors on protest
behavior. This kind of analysis may be called impact analysis which is based on
the idea that the researcher measures certain incentives and then tests whether
these incentives have an impact on the action to be explained.

9 For a detailed discussion of the arguments for and against testing RCT and in particular
a rational choice theory of protest by survey research see Opp 1998a.
10 For a discussion of this argument see Opp 1998a.
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5. Testing the Theory of Collective Action and
Alternative Theories

Most sociologists who work in the field of social movements and political protest
do not subscribe to RCT. Advocates of a research program focusing on applying
RCT are faced with the question of why they think that RCT is superior to
alternative approaches. Tackling this question is another part of the research
program. This question is addressed in two steps. Comparing RCT with al-
ternative approaches first requires theoretical analyses that ascertain the exact
differences between rational choice propositions and alternative propositions. To
illustrate, one of the major approaches to explain social movements and protest
are the resource mobilization (RM) and political opportunity structure (POS)
perspectives.!’ The basic idea of the RM perspective is that social movements
compete for resources such as the support by other groups. The more successful
social movements are in acquiring resources the higher is the level of protest.
The POS perspective holds that an increase of political opportunities raises the
level of political protest in a society. These approaches have been criticized on
various grounds - see the references in the previous footnote. From a rational
choice perspective, it is first necessary to compare the meaning of the terms
“resources” and “opportunities” with the meaning of the variables of RCT. In
doing so one has to conclude that those concepts refer to what rational choice
theorists call “constraints”. From a rational choice perspective, this implies that
RM and POS theory are an incomplete version of RCT because they include just
one factor. It thus seems that RM-POS proponents implicitly apply RCT. It is
not clear why they do not apply the underlying theory in a systematic way and
generate more satisfactory explanatory models. Furthermore, a basic question
remains unanswered: assume for a moment that changing resources and oppor-
tunities change protest; how does this change come about, i.e. what are the
mechanisms on the micro-level that are set in motion by changing resources and
opportunities so that collective protest arises?

More recently, alternative perspectives to the RM and POS perspective have
been developed which emphasize cultural factors, collective identity and framing
processes.'? So far these approaches do not yet have the status of full-fledged
theories. They are more like orienting hypotheses (Merton 1957, ch. 2). These
approaches have a clear anti-rational choice thrust. One problem is that it is not
clear what the testable alternative propositions are. A detailed theoretical analy-
sis of the meaning of terms like culture, framing, collective identity is a necessary
requirement to compare these approaches to RCT. Such an analysis will show
whether rational choice variables refer to other phenomena than the variables
those approaches focus on. A problem of the anti-rational choice position is that

11 The basic reference of the opportunity structure perspective is Eisinger 1973. His ideas
have been modified and expanded. See, with further references, McAdam et al. 1996. For a
critique see also Opp 1996b. Basic articles of the resource mobilization perspective are included
in Zald/McCarthy 1987. For a summary and discussion of the basic ideas see Buechler 1993;
Jenkins 1983; Opp 1998b; Piven/Cloward 1991.

12 See, e.g., Johnston/Klandermans 1995; Morris/McClurg-Mueller 1992.
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we often find critiques of a very narrow version that is then regarded as ‘the’
RCT, and that the critiques are to a large extent based on misunderstandings.

After theoretical analyses have been carried out the ground is laid for the
second step of comparing a rational choice theory of collective action with alter-
native approaches: this step consists of a comparative empirical test of RCT and
alternative propositions. This means that it is examined empirically whether
propositions derived from RCT or alternative propositions are better confirmed
in empirical research. To illustrate, assume that RCT predicts that certain in-
centives of type R are the major variables that instigate protest, whereas another
theory claims that an alternative set of variables of type A is relevant. To val-
idate these claims the variables R and A must be measured in a given research
project. Multivariate analyses with protest as a dependent and the two sets of
variables R and A as independent variables can then show what set of variables
provides a better explanation of protest.

Let us illustrate these considerations with two examples. Ronald Inglehart
posits that postmaterialist value orientations are the causal factors that best
explain protest behavior. Is this an alternative to a Rational Choice Theory of
protest? A detailed theoretical analysis of the meanings of the terms “material-
ist/postmaterialist value orientation” reveals that these terms refer to kinds of
public goods. This ‘theory’ is nonetheless inconsistent with a Rational Choice
explanation because the latter would suggest that not only one public good
preference leads to protest. A regression analysis that includes this variable and
other incentive variables that are based on RCT shows, among other things,
that postmaterialism has only a small effect on legal protest, compared with
other Rational Choice variables; furthermore, postmaterialism has no effect on
illegal protest (for details see Opp 1990a). Thus, a full-fledged Rational Choice
explanation is superior.

It is not necessarily the case that Rational Choice variables and variables of
other theories overlap. A detailed analysis of the meaning of the terms of the
theories is necessary to find out whether different terminologies hide similar or
identical meanings.!®> An example of a theoretical proposition whose variables do
not overlap with Rational Choice variables is the assumption that integration
in groups generates protest. In contrast, RCT posits that incentives are the
major variables that cause protest behavior. These conflicting explanations can
be examined if three multivariate models are compared in which the dependent
variable is protest behavior: (1) a model that includes only group integration
variables (such as membership in alternative groups, in hobby and sports groups,
and in interest groups); (2) a model that includes only incentive variables based
on RCT (such as political discontent and perceived influence, moral and social
incentives); (3) a full model with both sets of variables. If multivariate regression
analyses show that significant effects of group integration on protest of model 1
are clearly attenuated in model 3 and that the coefficients of the Rational Choice

13 For another example that illustrates this point see the analysis of the relation between
theories of relative deprivation and Rational Choice theory in Opp 1989, chapter 6. See also a
test of the effects of personality traits and the incentives to protest mentioned before in Opp
1997.
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variables in model 3 are largely stable (compared to model 2) the Rational Choice
model is superior. In other words, the Rational Choice model can explain why
there is a relation between group integration and protest: not integration per se
matters; integration affects protest only if integration correlates with incentive
variables (for details see Opp 1989, ch. 5).

If propositions are rather clear it is not difficult to perform empirical compar-
ative theory testing. It is more difficult to provide comparative empirical tests
of other theories such as identity theory on the one hand and Rational Choice
hypotheses on the other because, as already indicated, major theories of political
action are rather vague so that they have to be reconstructed before they can
be tested.

6. Social Structure, Incentives and Collective Political
Action. Linking the Micro- and Macro-Level

Most scholars who work in the field of collective political action are concerned
with macro-propositions. Major theoretical perspectives assume that certain as-
pects of the social structure affect mass-political action such as political protest.
It is predicated, for example, that inequality breeds political violence (see, e.g.,
Muller 1985; 1987). A rational choice approach would not deny that such macro-
propositions are interesting. However, proponents of RCT are not content with
propositions that focus on relations between macro-variables. A proponent of
RCT would argue that macro-relations are no lawful statements but hold only
under certain conditions. To illustrate, assume we find that in a certain country
inequality increased for about a decade and that this increase is accompanied by
a growth of political violence. An advocate of RCT would try to explain this re-
lation by applying RCT. Such an explanation may read as follows. Assume that
the rise of inequality led to an increase of political discontent. Let this increase of
discontent occur in a country with a dense network of protesters. The rising dis-
content leads to moral indignation which, in turn, prompts the members of these
networks to reward those who intend to and then do participate in protest actions
- especially demonstrations — that demand measures to abet equality. Thus, the
increasing inequality has led to an increase of moral and social incentives for par-
ticipation. Furthermore, assume that the dense networks of protesters consist
of many political entrepreneurs (see Frohlich/Oppenheimer/Young 1971; Popkin
1988) who bear part of the costs of organizing collective political action and pro-
vide other positive incentives to participants. Political entrepreneurs are leaders
of protest movements or intellectuals from the ‘alternative’ scene. Political en-
trepreneurs may see opportunities to gain status and receive other rewards when
they organize collective political action intended to create more equality. They
will thus wage mobilization processes that lower the costs of participation for
ordinary citizens. The political entrepreneurs may further convince the citizens
that participation of each single citizen is necessary for the joint success. Their
campaigns thus increase perceived political influence. This increased influence,
in conjunction with discontent, further increases the willingness to protest. We
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further assume that the political entrepreneurs convince the citizens that only
violent forms of political action will be successful, and that these are morally
justified. Thus, increased inequality raised the individual incentives to violent
protest. Political entrepreneurs coordinated the protests so that collective po-
litical action emerged.

This example illustrates several important points. (1) It is not to be expected
that an increase in inequality always evokes mass-political action. In the previous
example, it was assumed that an increase in inequality raised, among other
things, discontent. This need not be the case: if a society has been a former
communist state with high equality an increase of inequality may be regarded
as just so that people are not dissatisfied. But assume that increasing inequality
has aroused discontent. If we imagine a society without a network of protesters
and without the existence of political entrepreneurs protest becomes less likely.
The important point is that the macro-proposition holds only under certain
conditions and that applying RCT enables us to specify these conditions. This
holds for all macro-propositions.

(2) The example assumes that citizens were willing to protest and that polit-
ical entrepreneurs coordinated the protests so that collective protest occurred.
In other words, political entrepreneurs provided certain incentives that trans-
formed the willingness to participate in collective political action. This is the
way how protests come about in western style democracies. But there are other
mechanisms. An organization of large-scale political action by opposition leaders
is not possible in a dictatorship. The breakdown of several former communist
states was spawned by large-scale spontaneous political protests, that is to say,
by protests that were not organized by individuals or groups. This holds, for
example, for the large-scale Monday demonstration on the Karl Marx Square in
Leipzig in 1989 (for an explanation see Opp 1991a; Opp 1993; Opp/Gern 1993;
Opp et al. 1993; 1995). The general question thus is under what conditions
individual protest actions are coordinated in what way so that collective politi-
cal action arises. This problem is central to a rational choice approach because
the idea of methodological individualism is to explain collective action by the
aggregate outcomes of individual action. In regard to collective political action
the explanatory problem is how people coordinate their effort to bring about
collective actions such as a demonstration or an anti-abortion campaign.

(3) The example illustrates the logical structure of a micro-macro explanation
that is depicted in Figure 1. The starting point is a hypothesis about a macro-
relation — see arrow 4 in Figure 1. It is important to note that this relation is
no causal relation but a correlation because the relation is explained by other
variables. Explaining the relation first requires a micro-theory of political protest
(see arrow 1). This theory specifies under what conditions individuals protest.
To explain why a macro-proposition such as ‘inequality leads to protest’ holds
we must further know how the macro-factors affect the individual incentives to
protest — see arrow 2 of Figure 1. We thus need macro-micro propositions. The
final step is to explain how protests are coordinated — see arrow 3 of Figure 1.
This completes the explanation of a macro-relation. If only a protest such as a
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demonstration and not a macro- relation is to be explained then arrows 4 and 2
are to be deleted. Arrows 5 and 6 will be discussed later.

Figure 1: The Relationship between the Macro- and Micro-Propositions in Models about Political
Protest
4 T
Macro- Macro-factors Collective
level (e.g.: inequality) political
profest
2 Macro-micro 3/ Coordination

propositions processes
Micro- Individual ! Individual
level incentivesto political

protest 6 protest
5

Note: Arrows symbolize causal relationships, the curve denotes a corrélation.

The research program described in this paper has only begun to tackle the prob-
lems of the macro-micro and micro-macro transitions. Theoretical explanations
that include propositions on how macro-factors affect individual incentives and
how individual protests are coordinated were suggested in the work on the East
German revolution (see previous references) and on the rise and decline of the
environmental movement (Opp 1996a). In the work on the East German revolu-
tion, several propositions about effects of macro-factors such as the liberalization
in Poland and Hungary were tested by surveys. For example, we assumed that
these liberalization processes increased the extent to which East German citi-
zens thought that their protest could now make a difference because the East
German regime could no longer oppose to give way to reforms if the spectacular
changes in other socialist ‘brother’ states are buttressed by internal protests. We
asked respondents what they thought considering the liberalization processes in
Hungary, Poland and other countries of the eastern block. One of the items
presented was: “I thought that I could personally make a difference when I par-
ticipate now in demonstrations and similar activities.” In the first wave of the
surveys in Leipzig in 1990 47% of the 1300 respondents endorsed this statement.
Ascertaining macro-micro relations by surveys is only one way to ascertain how
macro-changes affect individual incentives. Another way is to provide proposi-
tions which specify under what conditions macro-changes affect the individual
incentives to participate. In regard to possible coordination processes the work
on the GDR revolution suggests some propositions as well.
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7. Explaining Collective Political Action Over Time

It seems that the research program described so far is rather simple: it singles out
certain independent variables, based on RCT and other theoretical perspectives,
and tests their effects on a dependent variable. This holds in particular for
relation 1 in Figure 1. There can be no doubt that this is an important and by
no means trivial endeavor. There is a long list of variables that are supposed
to affect political protest (see, e.g., Lofland 1996, ch. 8). It is thus important
to ascertain what the factors are that are the most important determinants
of individual political protest. For the present research program it is further
important whether the factors are based on predictions from RCT or from other
theories. There is a third reason why this is important: when we want to
construct micro-macro models we have to know how macro-variables change the
incentives of individual actors, as we have seen in the previous section. Thus,
we need a good theory that specifies the individual incentives to protest when
we want to explain macro-relations.

Knowing which individual incentives cause protest is further important for de-
veloping and testing dynamic models of political action. For example, assume it
is to be explained why the number of participants increased in successive demon-
strations in a former communist country in 1989. Assume that the government
makes some small concession to the protesters after the first demonstration. This
increases perceived personal influence of the participants and of some part of the
general population: more people than before think that participating in a new
demonstration would contribute to precipitate more concessions. This general
increase of perceived influence prompts a part of the previously inactive popula-
tion to participate so that the next demonstration becomes larger. This time the
government remains unimpressed and increases repression by letting police forces
injure several participants of the demonstration. This increases moral indigna-
tion which, in turn, increases informal social rewards to continue protesting.
These positive incentives are so strong that the number of participants increases
again in the next demonstration. This example explains a sequence of protests.
In doing so it first describes a sequence of macro-events: concessions and re-
pression of the government. It is argued that these changes on the macro-level
increased the protest incentives of the population. This example illustrates that
it is of utmost importance for the formulation of dynamic models to know what
kinds of incentives are the decisive determinants of protest behavior.

A major goal of the research program is to formulate such dynamic models,
i.e. to explain political protest over time. So far we provided only two examples
that explain changing protests over time: one is the change of the protests
in the GDR in the fall of 1989, the other focuses on the explanation of the
rise and decline of the environmental movement in Germany - see the previous
references. The major goal of developing dynamic models and test them is thus
underdeveloped.
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8. Explaining the Independent Variables of the Theory of
Collective Action

The last major goal of the research program is also concerned with dynamic
explanations of political action. The explanation of the East German protests
in 1989 alluded to in the previous section assumed that certain macro-changes
led to a change of the individual incentives. Such propositions thus endogenize
rational choice variables. In other words, preferences (i.e. discontent), perceived
influence, moral and social incentives are no longer considered as given, but
are themselves variables that are to be explained. In macro-micro theories that
were the focus of the previous section the major independent variables are macro-
factors, the dependent variables incentives. Such a theory is incomplete because
the incentive variables themselves are interdependent (see Opp 1998c) — this is
symbolized by the curved arrow 5 in Figure 1. For example, assume that there
is high political discontent. A protest norm claims that protest is a duty under
certain conditions (Jasso/Opp 1997). One of those conditions is high political
discontent. Thus, if discontent increases then the perceived moral obligation to
protest increases as well. In this example, discontent has a positive effect on
moral incentives.

Furthermore, there is a reciprocal relation between protest and the incentives
(see particularly Finkel/Muller 1998), as arrow 6 of Figure 1 indicates. For
example, we found that past protest behavior has strong effects on protest norms
as well as on perceived influence. As this example indicates, we apply a Rational
Choice approach not only to explain action but to explain cognitive beliefs and
norms as well. In regard to beliefs, for example, we start from the assumption
that acquiring and holding beliefs depends on the costs and benefits an individual
incurs when she or he acquires or holds a belief. We provided various propositions
that follow from this basic assumption and tested them by survey data. Current
work on the research program focuses on the formulation of models in which
the interdependence of the incentives is explored and in which hypotheses about
such effects are tested with panel data.!4

9. Summary of the Research Program

This paper has outlined a research program whose goal is to explain protest
behavior and its causes. The program sets out to attain this goal by applying a
wide version of RCT including all kinds of incentives and taking account of lim-
ited rationality. This includes, among other things, misperception of reality. A
second aim of the program is to test the predictions derived from this theory in
natural situations by applying survey research. Due to the problematic nature of

14 Steven E. Finkel and I are presently working on a book — the preliminary title is The
Dynamics of Collective Political Action — that focuses on the interdependence of the incentives.
In this book we use two panel studies to test our propositions: The West German data from
the international project panel (see footnote *) and waves 2 and 3 from the GDR project (see
also footnote *). See further Opp 2001a on explaining perceived political influence. On the
explanation of protest norms see Opp 2001c.
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any theory in the social sciences a third concern of the research program is com-
parative empirical theory testing, i.e. comparing the extent to which predictions
from RCT and predictions from other theories are empirically confirmed. One
central objective of advocates of RCT is to explain macro-propositions (such as
a positive relationship of inequality and political violence) by showing what pro-
cesses macro-changes elicit on the individual level that, in turn, lead to protest
events such as demonstrations on the macro-level. This is the fourth goal of
the research program. Its final part is the formulation and test of dynamic
models. In these models propositions are needed that explain what changes of
macro-factors have what kind of impact on the individual incentives to protest.
This means that the independent variables of RCT are no longer considered to
be given but become dependent variables themselves. For example, we try to
explain why people overestimate their influence or how protest norms emerge.
In macro-micro propositions (see arrow 2 of Figure 1) only macro-factors are
regarded as the causes for changing incentives. However, the incentives are in-
terdependent (see arrow 5 of Figure 1). For example, strong discontent gives
rise to protest norms. Moreover, there are reciprocal relations between protest
and incentives. This, then, is another focus of the research program: explaining
the independent variables of the theory of collective action.

10. What Has to Be Done

I have concentrated in this article on work I have been involved in. As far as
I can see no other scholar has systematically pursued a similar research pro-
gram on political participation over such a long time. There are, however, many
scholars who try to test propositions about political participation, and espe-
cially protest behavior, based on a wide version of a rational choice theory, by
survey research.!®> The work of James L. Gibson is particularly important (see,
e.g., Gibson 1997 with further references). Other scholars are also interested in
developing a theory of collective political action by applying a wide version of
RCT, but they are not involved in survey research.!® There is further theory
and research on other questions of the research program that is scattered in the
literature, but I will not review this work. Instead, I will outline some problems
that are particularly important and that should be addressed in future research.

Although there is ample research to test incentive models that examine the
impact of incentives to protest on protest behavior there are some ‘anomalies’
(see, e.g., Gibson 1997). For example, in some empirical studies we find a strong
effect of informal critical networks on protest behavior; in other studies these
effects do not obtain. Furthermore, the plausible interaction effect of discontent
and perceived influence is often smaller than expected. How can these incon-
sistencies be explained? One possible explanation is that random measurement

15 For reviews see Leighley 1995; Whitely 1995.

16 See, e.g., the contributions of a special issue of Rationality and Society, edited by Jack
Goldstone and me (vol. 6, no. 1, 1994). The work of Timur Kuran (e.g. 1995) and Mark
Lichbach (see, e.g., 1995; 1996) are examples.
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errors which are typical for survey research weaken correlations so that some
effects that actually exist are not found in the data. It is indeed plausible that
especially in general population surveys many people have never thought about
their personal influence or about protest norms and just choose some answer cat-
egories at random. Although careful pretests were conducted for every survey
further research is urgently needed that focuses on exploring what people think
when they answer our survey questions and to what extent the questions are
answered in a reliable way. Another explanation is that the theory is deficient.
For example, ‘perceived influence’ is measured as the likelihood that a person
can make a difference when she or he participates in a given action such as a
demonstration. It should be ~xamined whether perceived influence in regard to
the kind of public good that protesters want to be provided is important for
protest participation. For example, the perceived influence of a person perform-
ing a given action might not only depend on performing that action but also on
the kind of public good whose provision is at issue. For example, participating
in a demonstration against unemployment might be regarded as less efficacious
than participating in a demonstration against the construction of a highway.

There is a dearth of work addressing comparative empirical theory testing.
An important task is to reconstruct assumptions of approaches that are explicitly
challenging RCT such as ‘constructivism’ using ideas of framing and identity (see
footnote 12). A first step must be to generate some testable propositions from
these approaches and compare them with Rational Choice propositions. So far
such attempts are largely missing.

Another deficiency of existing theory and research is an explicit modeling of
macro-micro models. By this we are referring to relations 2 and 3 of Figure
1. There are many possibilities of macro-micro transitions (see Opp 1992) that
theory and research could further explore and incorporate in dynamic models —
whose proliferation is an ingredient of the research program that is underdevel-
oped. In formulating those models it is important to include hypotheses that
endogenize incentives, i.e. that treat the incentives as dependent variables. RCT
is often criticized for not being engaged in focusing on such theories. Although
an increasing number of scholars is concerned with this work by now the general
critique is still valid. The field of social movements and protest provides an
opportunity to develop explanations of preferences and beliefs by looking at a
substantive explanatory problem.

This article focuses on explaining protest. I submit that a similar research
program could be pursued for other fields of research as well. For example,
in explanations of criminal behavior a group of scholars applies already a wide
model of RCT and uses survey research to test predictions from such a model
(see, e.g., Clarke/Felson 1993, Cornish/Clarke 1986). In this work, some of the
kinds of incentives that are relevant for protest behavior are relevant for crime
as well: moral and social incentives. Furthermore, the problem of explaining
macro-relations (such as between changes of the criminal law and the crime rate)
by micro-processes obtains in the field of crime as well. It thus seems that the
research program this paper focuses on can be applied to other fields of research
as well. It would be worthwhile to explore this possibility more systematically.



Collective Political Action 17

Bibliography

Baumgirtner, T. (1991), Determinanten politischen Protests. Eine Untersuchung bei
Landwirten in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland, Hamburg

Buechler, S. M. (1993), Beyond Resource Mobilization: Emerging Trends in Social
Movement Theory, in: Sociological Quarterly 34, 217-235

Chong, D. (1991), Collective Action and the Civil Rights Movement, Chicago

Clarke, R. V./M. Felson (eds.) (1993), Routine Activity and Rational Choice: Advan-
ces in Criminological Theory, vol. 5., New Brunswick, N.J.

Cornish, D. B./R. V. Clarke (1986), The Reasoning Criminal. Rational Choice Per-
spectives on Offending, New York

Della Porta, D./M. Diani (1999), Social Movements. An Introduction, London

Eisinger, P. K. (1973), The Conditions of Protest Behavior in American Cities, in:
American Political Science Review 67, 11-28

Finkel, S. E./K. D. Opp (1991), Party Identification and Participation in Collective
Political Action, in: Journal of Politics 53, 349-371

— /E. N. Muller (1998), Rational Choice and the Dynamics of Collective Political
Action, in: American Political Science Review 92, 37-49

— / — /K. D. Opp (1989), Personal Influence, Collective Rationality, and Mass Po-
litical Action, in: American Political Science Review 83, 885-903

Friedman, J. (ed.) (1995), The Rational Choice Controversy. Economic Models of Pol-
itics Reconsidered, New Haven/London

Frohlich, N./J. A. Oppenheimer/O. R. Young (1971), Political Leadership and Collec-
tive Goods, Princeton

Gibson, M. L. (1991), Public Goods, Alienation, and Political Protest: The Sanctuary
Movement as a Test of the Public Goods Model of Collective Rebellious Behavior,
in: Political Psychology 12, 623-651

Gibson, J. L. (1997), Mass Opposition to the Soviet Putsch of August 1991: Collective
Action, Rational Choice, and Democratic Values in the Former Soviet Union, in:
American Political Science Review 91, 671-684

Green, D. P./I1. Shapiro (1994), Pathologies of Rational Choice Theory. A Critique of
Applications in Political Science, New Haven/London

Hellmann, K.-U./R. Koopmans (Hrsg.) (1998), Paradigmen der Bewegungsforschung.
Entstehung und Entwicklung von Neuen sozialen Bewegungen und Rechtsextremis-
mus, Opladen

Jasso, G./K.-D. Opp (1997), Probing the Character of Norms: A Factorial Survey
Analysis of the Norms of Political Action, in: American Sociological Review 62,
947-964

Jenkins, J. C. (1983), Resource Mobilization Theory and the Study of Social Move-
ments, in: Annual Review of Sociology 9, 527-553

Johnston, H./B. Klandermans (1995), Social Movements and Culture, Minneapolis

Kim, H./P. S. Bearman (1997), The Structure and Dynamics of Movement Participa-
tion, in: American Sociological Review 62, 70-93

Klandermans, B. (1984), Social Psychological Expansions of Resource Mobilization
Theory, in: American Sociological Review 49, 583-600

Kuran, T. (1995), Private Truths, Public Lies: The Social Consequences of Preference
Falsification, Cambridge

Laver, M. (1997), Private Desires, Political Action. An Invitation to the Politics of
Rational Choice, London



18 Karl-Dieter Opp

Leighley, J. E. (1995), Attitudes, Opportunities and Incentives: A Field Essay on Po-
litical Participation, in: Political Research Quarterly 48, 181-209

Lichbach, M. I. (1995), The Rebel’s Dilemma, Ann Arbor

— (1996), The Cooperator’s Dilemma, Ann Arbor

Lofland, J. (1996), Social Movement Organizations: Guide to Research on Insurgent
Realities, New York

Marwell, G./R. E. Ames (1979), Experiments on the Provision of Public Goods. I.
Resources, Interest, Group Size, and the Free-Rider Problem, in: American Journal
of Sociology 84, 1335-1360

McAdam, D./R. Paulsen (1993), Social Ties and Activism: Towards a Specification
of the Relationship, in: American Journal of Sociology 99, 640-667

— /J. McCarty/M. N. Zald (eds.) (1996), Comparative Perspectives on Social Move-
ments, Political Opportunities, and Cultural Framings, Cambridge

— /D. A. Snow (eds.) (1997), Social Movements. Readings in Their Emergence, Mo-
bilization, and Dynamics, Los Angeles

Merton, R. K. (1957), Social Theory and Social Structure, Glencoe

Moe, T. M. (1980), The Organization of Interests. Incentives and the Internal Dy-
namics of Political Interest Groups, Chicago/London

Monroe, K. R. (ed.) (1991), The Economic Approach to Politics. A Critical Reassess-
ment of the Theory of Rational Action, New York

Morris, A. D./C. McClurg Mueller (eds.) (1992), Frontiers in Social Movement The-
ory, New Haven

Muller, E. N. (1979), Aggressive Political Participation, Princeton

— (1985), Income Inequality, Regime Repressiveness, and Political Violence, in: Amer-
ican Sociological Review 50, 47-61

— /K.-D. Opp (1986), Rational Choice and Rebellious Collective Action, in: Ameri-
can Political Science Review 80, 471-489

— /M. A. Seligson (1987), Inequality and Insurgency, in: American Political Science
Review 81, 425-451

Olson, M. (1965), The Logic of Collective Action, Cambridge

Opp, K.-D. (1978), Theorie sozialer Krisen. Apathie, Protest und kollektives Handeln,
Hamburg

— /K. Burow-Auffarth/U. Heinrichs/T. von Witzleben/V. Pohls/T. Spitzley (1981),
Conditions for Conventional and Unconventional Political Participation: An Em-
pirical Test of Economic and Sociological Hypotheses, in: European Journal of
Political Research 9, 147-168

— /— /P. Hartmann/T. von Witzleben/V. Pohls/T. Spitzley (1984), Soziale Proble-
me und Protestverhalten. Eine empirische Konfrontierung des Modells rationalen
Verhaltens mit soziologischen Hypothesen am Beispiel von Atomkraftgegnern, Wies-
baden

— (1986), Soft Incentives and Collective Action. Participation in the Anti-Nuclear
Movement, in: British Journal of Political Science 16, 87-112

— (1988), Grievances and Participation in Social Movements, in: American Sociolog-
ical Review 53, 853-864

— /P. Hartmann/P. Hartmann (1989), The Rationality of Political Protest. A Com-
parative Analysis of Rational Choice Theory, Boulder

— (1990a), Postmaterialism, Collective Action, and Political Protest, in: American
Journal of Political Science 84, 212-235



Collective Political Action 19

(1990b), Testing Rational Choice Theory in Natural Settings, in: J. J. Hox/J. De
Jong-Gierwald (eds.), Operationalization and Research Strategy, Amsterdam/Lisse,
87-102

— /W. Roehl (1990a), Der Tschernobyl-Effekt. Eine Untersuchung tiber die Determi-

nanten politischen Protests, Opladen

— / — (1990b), Repression, Micromobilization, and Political Protest, in: Social Forces

69, 521-548

(1991a), DDR ’89. Zu den Ursachen einer spontanen Revolution, in: Kélner
Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie 43, 302-321

(1991b), Processes of Collective Political Action: A Dynamic Model and the Results
of a Computer Simulation, in: Rationality and Society 8, 215-251

(1992), Micro-Macro Transitions in Rational Choice Explanations, in: Analyse &
Kritik 14, 143-151

(1993), Spontaneous Revolutions. The Case of East Germany in 1989, in: H. D.
Kurz (ed.) United Germany and the New Europe, Cheltenham, 11-30

— /C. Gern (1993), Dissident Groups, Personal Networks, and Spontaneous Cooper-

ation: The East German Revolution of 1989, in: American Sociological Review 58,
659-680

— /P. VoB/C. Gern (1993), Die volkseigene Revolution, Stuttgart

(1994), Repression and Revolutionary Action. East Germany in 1989, in: Ratio-
nality and Society 6, 101-138

— /8. E. Finkel/E. N. Muller/G. Wolfsfeld/H. Dietz/J. D. Green (1995a), Left-Right

Ideology and Collective Political Action: A Comparative Analysis of Germany, Is-
rael, and Peru, in: J. C. Jenkins/B. Klandermans (eds.) The Politics of Social
Protest. Comparative Perspectives on States and Social Movements, Minneapolis,
63-95

— /P. Voss/C. Gern (1995b), The Origins of a Spontaneous Revolution. East Ger-

many 1989, Ann Arbor

(1996a), Aufstieg und Niedergang der Okologiebewegung in der Bundesrepublik, in:
A. Diekmann/C. Jager (Hrsg.), Umweltsoziologie. Sonderheft der Kélner Zeitschrift
fiir Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie, Opladen, 350-379

(1996b), Gesellschaftliche Krisen, Gelegenheitsstrukturen oder rationales Handeln?
Ein kritischer Theorienvergleich von Erkldrungen politischen Protests, in: Zeit-
schrift fiir Soziologie 25, 223-242

(1997), Die enttiuschten Revolutiondre. Politisches Engagement vor und nach der
Wende, Opladen

(1998a), Can and Should Rational Choice Theory Be Tested By Survey Research?
The Example of Explaining Collective Political Action, in: H.-P. Blossfeld/G.Prein
(eds.), Rational Choice Theory and Large-Scale Data Analysis, Boulder, 204-230
(1998b), Die Perspektive der Ressourcenmobilisierung und die Theorie kollektiven
Handelns. Eine Anwendung zur Erkirung der Okologiebewegung in der Bun-
desrepublik, in: K.-U. Hellmann/R. Koopmans (Hrsg.), Paradigmen der Bewe-
gungsforschung. Entstehung und Entwicklung von Neuen sozialen Bewegungen und
Rechtseztremismus, Opladen

(1998c), Does Antiregime Action Under Communist Rule Affect Political Protest
After the Fall? Results of a Panel Study in East Germany, in: The Sociological
Quarterly 39, 189-214

(1998d), Explaining Revolutions from Below, in: The Independent Review 3, 91-102
(1999a), Contending Conceptions of the Theory of Rational Action, in: Journal of
Theoretical Politics 11, 171-202



20 Karl-Dieter Opp

— (2000), Adverse Living Conditions, Grievances, and Political Protest after Com-
munism. The Example of East Germany, in: Social Forces 79, 29-65

— (2001a), Warum denken normale Leute, sie seien politisch einflufireich? Die Erkla-
rung einer kognitiven Illusion, in: U. Druwe/V. Kunz/T. Plimper (Hrsg.), Jahrbuch
fiir Handlungs- und Entscheidungstheorie (im Druck)

— /S. E. Finkel (2001b), Politischer Protest, Rationalitdt und Lebensstile. Eine em-
pirische Studie alternativer Erklirungsmodelle, in: A. Koch/M. Wasmer/P. Schmidt
(Hrsg.), Politische Partizipation in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland. Empirische
Befunde und theoretische Erkldrungen, Opladen (im Druck)

— (2001c), Social Networks and the Emergence of Protest Norms, in: M. Hechter/K.-
D. Opp (eds.), Social Norms, New York (im Druck)

Ostrom, E. (1998), A Behavioral Approach to the Rational Choice Theory of Collec-
tive Action, in: American Political Science Review 92, 1-22

Piven, F. F./R. A. Cloward (1991), Collective Protest: A Critique of Resource Mobi-
lization Theory, in: International Journal of Politics, Culture and Society 4, 435—
458 -

Popkin, S. (1988), Political Entrepreneurs and Peasant Movements in Vietnam, in:
M. Taylor (ed.), Rationality and Revolution, Cambridge, 9-62

Sandler, T. (1992), Collective Action. Theory and Applications, Ann Arbor

Simon, H. A. (1985), Human Nature in Politics: The Dialogue of Psychology with
Political Science, in: American Political Science Review 79, 293-304

Snijders, C./W. Raub (1998), Revolution and Risk. Paradoxical Consequences of Risk
Aversion in Interdependent Situations, in: Rationality and Society 10, 405-425

Taylor, M./S. Singleton (1993), The Communal Resource: Transaction Costs and the
Solution of Collective Action Problems, in: Politics & Society 21, 194-214

Udéhn, L. (1993), Twenty-five Years with The Logic of Collective Action, in: Acta
Sociologica 36, 239-261

— (1996), The Limits of Public Choice. A Sociological Critique of the Economic
Theory of Politics, London/New York

Vogt, K. (1995), Politische Proteste im geteilten Deutschland, Frankfurt am Main

Whitely, P. F. (1995), Rational Choice and Political Participation-Evaluating the De-
bate, in: Political Research Quarterly 48, 211-233

Wolfsfeld, G./K.-D. Opp/H. Dietz/J. D. Green (1994), Dimensions of Political Action:
A Cross-Cultural Analysis, in: Social Science Quarterly 75, 98-114

Zald, M. N./J. D. McCarthy (1979), The Dynamics of Social Movements. Resource
Mobilization, Social Control, and Tactics, Cambridge

— /— (1987), Social Movements in an Organizational Society. Collected Essays, New
Brunswick



