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Chapter One:  Introduction


The primary objective of this thesis is to compare and synthesize two rival social movement theories, the status politics model and the resource mobilization model, to form one comprehensive model to explain the development of social movements to social movement organizations.  Each theory includes a framework that challenges the central point of the other.  This thesis demonstrates that these theoretical frameworks are not necessarily irreconcilable.  Rather, each complements the weakness of the other in the study of the evolution of social movements.  


The evolution of the United States Religious Right movement is used as the focus of this study. The underlying assumption is that the Religious Right movement has undergone a progressive transformation from a local community and church based social movement (hereafter referred to as SM) into a national social movement organization (hereafter referred to as SMO).  A social movement can be defined as a “set of opinions and beliefs in a population which represents preferences for changing some elements of the social structure and/or reward distribution in society” (McCarthy and Zald 1977, 1218).  A social movement organization is a “complex, or formal organization which identifies its goals with the preferences of a social movement and attempts to implement these goals” through political action (McCarthy and Zald 1977, 1218).  Thus, whereas a SM implies a “preference” for change, a SM organization defines and clarifies the objects of change and attempts to prompt those changes using various strategic means, particularly political mechanisms.  


Various scholars (Conover 1981; Conn 1980; Guth 1983) have noted this distinction, particularly the tendency for SMs to “change”  or “transform” into SMOs.  New Social Movement theorists, however, isolate the SM and the SMO from each other in the literature.  Rather than the exclusive study of postmodern cultural displacement or the dynamics of organizational transmutation, there is a need in the literature to examine the sequential and historical process of social and organizational transformation.   


Interestingly, the status politics model focuses on the effects of social and cultural change upon the group consciousness and the resource mobilization model focuses on the potential effects the group has upon the social, cultural, and political order of society.  This cause-effect relationship between the two models provides an interesting and invaluable framework with which to study the dynamics of contemporary social movements.


The status politics model will be applied to an analysis of the early Religious Right (1950’s through 1970’s) and the integrated, i.e., status politics/resource mobilization model to the later “New” Religious Right (1970’s through the present).  Hereafter, the “Old” Religious Right refers to the early movement, and the “New Religious Right” refers to the later movement.  Importantly, as the movement matures it becomes increasingly political action oriented, i.e., it is evolving from a SM to a SMO.  The evolution is marked by distinct, yet progressive stages of movement development characterized by specific issues, personalities, and strategies (See Table 2.).

Theoretical Paradigms:  The Status Politics and Resource Mobilization Models and the Religious Right as a Social Movement


The status politics argument asserts that SMs can be understood as instances of “status politics”.  The traditional status politics interpretation of SMs rests on the basic argument that people participate in movements out of their concern over their social status, where status is defined by the individual’s position in the social stratification scheme as typically measured by occupation and income (Bell 1963).


The status politics perspective has been amended by contemporary theorists so as to stipulate a politics of lifestyle concern-symbolic politics explanation of SMs (Guth 1981; Hofstadter 1962; Page and Clelland 1978).  The contemporary status politics model differs from the traditional in the following basic ways: its interpretation of the source concept of “status”, its focus upon lifestyle protection rather than status enhancement, and its emphasis on the role of symbolic issues (Page and Clelland 1978; Conover 1981).   
The main tenets of the status politics approach evolved from Max Weber’s distinction between class and status group orientations (Weber 1946).  According to Weber, a community is composed of an intertwined social and economic order, each possessing the potential to influence each other.  The economic order is characterized by the participation of various classes in the distribution of economic resources.  The social order is characterized by the competition among various groups for social prestige.  Thus, a status group competes for prestige or social standing in society based on some shared characteristic of the group.  Shared characteristics comprise a particular lifestyle, thus forming a closure of the group where survival of the group is contingent upon the maintenance of the basic values that comprise the lifestyle (Weber 1946, 187-91).


Page and Clelland (1978) refine Weber’s source concept of “status”:  

If economic classes may be defined by their relations to the means of production (doing), status groups may be defined in terms of the ends of existence (being).  That is, status groups are defined by a common lifestyle, which is more than a set of stylish prestige groupings.  Rather, a status group stands for a way of life; and such groups are consequently involved in constant struggles for  control of the means of symbolic production through which their reality is constructed (Page and Clelland  1978, 267).     



From this distinction, Page and Clelland (1978) develop a new master concept, the politics of life style concern.  They assert “status groups are not, in essence prestige groups; and status politics is not, in essence, the attempt to defend against declining prestige but the attempt to defend a way of life” (Page and Clelland 1978, 266).  


Despite variance, status politics theorists (Bell 1963; Page and Clelland 1978) thus argue that SMs are motivated by some perceived notion of “threat” or “discontent”.  According to the contemporary perspective, movements cannot be primarily understood in terms of economic and socio-economic class-based protest since they are likely to transcend class lines, set objectives that cannot be interpreted as economic discontent, and occur in times of economic prosperity rather than depression.  Thus, SMs are political responses by groups whose values, traditions, life styles, and status have been threatened in some way (Hofstadter 1955; Gusfield 1963; Bell 1963).


The Religious Right movement is primarily concerned with promoting and protecting by political means what it perceives to be traditional American moral values and practices.   It is not a response to economic crisis, which did not precede it.  Indeed, this thesis contends that the perception that traditional values are being threatened and in need of “protection” can be understood in the context of modernity.  Generally, “modernism” implies the waning of church influence in the public and private definition of morality, the disintegration of the traditional family, and the discarding of the old-fashioned moral code of ethics and behavior (Lipset and Raab 1981, 26).  As modernism intensifies, so the Religious Right movement intensifies its own political endeavors.


A cousin of the status politics perspective, the symbolic politics perspective provides a framework for examining what specific issues motivate Religious Right activists (Lorentzen 1980).  This perspective focuses on the symbolic role of issues, and how those issues essentially define status discontent to movement participants.  This thesis, in employing the term “status politics” refers to the contemporary status politics paradigm as the politics of lifestyle concern-symbolic politics paradigm.  Movements may erupt whenever a particular non-economic based status group perceives that its values and lifestyle are threatened.  The role of specific issues in such movements is “symbolic” in the sense that certain issues come to represent value and lifestyle conflicts much broader than the specific policy questions themselves (Conover 1981, 634).


The motivating issues for the Religious Right movement represent conflicts that encompass a “theme” of the movement.  An analysis of historical “waves” or outbreaks of American Religious Right activism (1900’s, 1950’s, and 1970’s through 1990’s) is pertinent to two points: that historically, the movement is motivated by the theme of religious and moral decay as a result of modernization, and that this theme was present during each instance of Religious Right activity.  These two observations lay the groundwork for the contention that the “New Religious Right” can be explained adequately by the status politics model.  However, given the constant threat to values, beliefs, and lifestyle, some other set of factors must exist to account for the increased level of organization and political activity of the Religious Right since the 1970’s.  In its move from  SM to  SMO, the Religious Right movement is evolving into a sophisticated political movement with an expanding level of political involvement.  


The collective Religious Right movement began during the latter part of the nineteenth century, developing as a result of the fundamentalist-modernist dispute.  This dispute began with battles over what was perceived by the orthodox Protestants as the growing liberalism of the clergy and the institutionalization of the teaching of evolution.  Religious Right fundamentalism essentially sprang from the religious and social conflicts borne of scientific advances, notably Darwinism.   


Since its inception, the movement has been characterized by long periods of relative quietude marked by shorter periods of concentrated activism.  These periods of activism occurred during the 1950’s, the 1970’s, and the 1990’s.  Each period of activism is illustrative of the changing character of the movement, in terms of strategy and rhetoric.  Though motivating issues indicate a similar thematic motivation, it becomes markedly more political as it advances into the 1990’s.


The 1950’s signaled the advent of anti-communism as a key Religious Right theme.  This period marks the establishment of Religious Right organizations such as the Christian Crusade and the Christian Anti-Communism Crusade (CACC).  The leaders of these organizations utilized nationwide radio broadcasts to communicate to their followers the gravity of the threat of communism.  However, the activists of the 1950’s did not attract widespread support, even within the conservative Christian community.  Moreover, public awareness of these organizations and their efforts was low (Wilcox 1992).  


The 1970’s marks the beginning of the New Christian/Religious Right.  The NRR is motivated around similar thematic issues, i.e., issues that represent what is perceived as the “moral decay” of America: abortion, gay rights, and Equal Rights Amendment efforts.  The NRR, unlike the old, is a more organized and sophisticated social and political organizational movement.  The NRR of the 1970’s and beyond consists of three levels: (1) the core activists and their coordinating political organizations; (2) the various local and national single-issue and religious groups that act as “chapters” of a larger coalition; and (3) the constituency that the coalition seeks to mobilize to political actions to bring about specific goals (Himmelstein 1983, 13).         


The crucial point of interest is that the Religious Right movement evolves into a formal organization that identifies its goals with the preferences of the SM it represents and actually attempts to implement those goals through political means.  The Religious Right before the establishment of an organizational structure had general goals or preferences regarding the social structure, i.e., to reverse “moral decay” in the United States, but no apparatus to define and accomplish those goals.  The New Religious Right defines and clarifies the goals of the whole movement in a “real” context by identifying  “moral issues” that represent the sentiment of moral decline, such as abortion, gay rights, and the decline of the traditional family structure, and the espousal of an issue-oriented political agenda.


This evolution from old to new or from SM to SMO is theoretically interpreted by an interaction of the status politics and resource mobilization models.  The status politics perspective, while it can explain the intellectual reasons for collective action in a social and cultural context, or what motivates the “rational actor” (individual and group) to be dissatisfied with the existing social structure, fails to account adequately for how a rational actor mobilizes to actually change the social structure.    

The Resource Mobilization Model


The resource mobilization model suggests that SMs and movement organizations are more likely to form when they have access to resources.  The resource mobilization approach relies more heavily upon political and economic conditions and processes than on the social psychology of group behavior.  It de-emphasizes status and life style grievances and focuses instead upon societal supports and constraints of movements, such as internal tactical considerations, political channels, media usage availability, and the interplay of external supports  (Zald and McCarthy 1979).  


McCarthy and Zald (1977), in their formulation of the resource mobilization model, identify several key components.  First, examination of the collective body of resources is the principle factor in understanding SMO activity.  In order for a group to engage in social and political conflict, it must possess resources such as money and labor.  Second, resource aggregation requires some form of organization.  That is, an organized group must exist to aggregate and utilize resources for a collective purpose.  Third, the success of a movement is also dependent upon external factors.  The degree of involvement and support on the part of outside individuals, movements, and organizations will have a crucial impact on the success of the movement.  Fourth,  internal and external individual and organizational involvement in SM activity is largely influenced by the costs and rewards of such associations.  Costs and rewards may be defined in economic and political terms, on both personal and organizational levels.


Resource mobilization theorists (Freeman 1979; Turner 1972; Tilly 1973) contend that discontent within society is constant so that the primary factor in assessing the rise of SMs is not discontent or grievance, but whether the movement has power and resources at its disposal.  McCarthy and Zald (1977) go even further to suggest that “grievances and discontent may be defined, created, and manipulated by issue entrepreneurs and organizations” (McCarthy and Zald 1977, 1215).


Generally, from the resource mobilization perspective, movements are a by product of resource availability in society, rather than the response of group ideology to society, as the status politics model assumes.  Nevertheless, the resource mobilization model acknowledges that collective action is affected by general conditions in society, notably political culture.  Indeed, Tilly (1973) asserts that greater popular participation in national politics promoted the spread of political mobilization and demonstration as a key form of strategic action for SMs.  Tilly refers to the rights to organize, speak publicly, assemble, solicit, publicize, and demonstrate as the “key institutional components of modern civil society” (Tilly 1973, 145).  This assertion implies that the modernization of American political culture gives SMs and developing SMOs the opportunity to forge a group political identity and presence in the political arena.


Resource mobilization theorists (Tilly 1973; Zald and McCarthy 1979) also contend that a “group” consists of actors that participate in collective conflicts.  Tilly (1973) asserts that a group can be defined by two elements: (a) categories of individuals who share some characteristic, and (b) the means by which those individuals communicate and mobilize.  This definition, however, fails to explain how collective interests, characteristics, identities, and ideologies motivate the group.  The resource mobilization model is markedly narrow in its focus on the manifest level of social movement activity, namely mobilization.  


The status politics model, with its emphasis upon motivational factors and the resource mobilization model with its emphasis upon political action-oriented factors offers a synthesized framework for examining the evolution of contemporary movements.  This thesis tests the resource mobilization theory as a framework for understanding the Religious Right as a maturing SMO  in the 1970’s and 1980’s.   The more contemporary Religious Right differs from the “Old Right” in that it is a highly organized force that attempts to politically implement the goals espoused by the “Old Right” utilizing various organizational strategies.  Specifically, the New Religious Right (NRR) is characterized by distinct features that indicate a new role in American politics.  These features can be classified as organization, goals, and strategy.


Perhaps the most significant characteristic of the early NRR (1970’s and 1980’s) is the presence of a clear organizational structure.  Prior to the 1970’s, the Religious Right was a loose and poorly organized collection of TV evangelists, clergymen, and numerous scattered coordinating committees. By November 1980, the NRR consisted of three major Christian organizations and their various local chapters.  The Christian Voice, Moral Majority, and Religious Roundtable effectively functioned as a national force to draw together religious activists from local and smaller organizations.  


In terms of concerns and goals, the NRR organizations retained the focus upon “moral decay”.  However, at this point, organizations actually mobilized constituents in response to symbolic issues.  Guth (1983) conceptualizes these issues as “individual “Christian” or “moral”  traditional issues”, because they provided an arena for the Right to advance its Christian ideology and theology in a real-world context (Guth 1983, 34).  Thus, the general goal of the whole movement can be understood as a reversal of moral decline and a turn to traditional biblical values in all aspects of social life.  The specific issues functioned as a catalyst through which the general goal would eventually develop incrementally (Falwell 1981). Christian Voice and Moral Majority prompted their membership to oppose such issues as IRS interference with Christian schools, the passage of pro-abortion legislation, and the prohibition of school prayer.  Religious Roundtable developed as a forum for political discussion and education for ministers.  Through the Religious Roundtable, ministers were kept informed of the key issues and instructed in the art of political mobilization of their congregations (Guth 1983, 33).


The political strategies of the early NRR organizations in the 1970’s and 1980’s were implemented to meet the specific goals of the movement.  The political nature of these issue-oriented goals prompted the organizations to utilize various political strategies to affect legislation.  These strategies include the formation of alliances with the conservative Republican party, electoral strategies, the use of PACs, and traditional lobbying efforts.           


In these ways, the Religious Right movement evolved into an interest group.  An interest group can be defined as a group of individuals that performs an interest articulation function, i.e., they express demands and present alternatives for policy action.  Interest groups seek to exert pressure on national and state legislatures in order to affect legislation that will benefit their immediate goals. 


Well organized and active interest groups are likely to fare better than those whose  membership and resources are poorly organized and inarticulate (Brady, Verba and Schlozman 1995).  The degree of influence exerted by an interest group upon the policy process depends upon a number of factors, including the “size of membership, its monetary and other resources, its cohesiveness, the skill of its leadership, its social status, the presence or absence of competing organizations, the attitudes of public officials, and the site of decision making in the political system” (Brady, Verba and Schlozman 1995, 280).  


The resource mobilization model with its emphasis on these same factors, makes it an integral framework for studying the NRR as an interest group.   The organizational and strategical aspects of the New Religious Right can thus be explained from the resource mobilization model, with emphasis upon all of the internal and external dynamics that shape the movement’s role as an interest group in American politics.    


The shortcoming of an exclusive application of the resource mobilization model to an analysis of the movement is that the model discounts the role of discontent in favor of the role of resources, thus ignoring the Religious Right assumption that America is in a state of moral decline. This thesis contends, however, that the role of discontent also provides greater depth and breadth to the movement’s organization, political, and social goals.  Yet, the role of resources in the formation of the New Religious Right is instrumental to understanding the movement as an organizational force.  Therefore, this thesis employs an integrated approach, combining the status politics and the resource mobilization models in studying the evolution of the Religious Right movement in the United States.

The Religious Right and Modernization


This thesis approaches SMs from the perspective that they are constrained by and responsive to the social and political environment.  In accordance with the status politics theory, movements such as the Religious Right are stimulated by conditions and characteristics of society that threaten the foundation of the group’s status or life style.


James Guth (1981) suggests that the Religious Right movement can be generally understood as a tradition-bound people struggling to preserve their values and life style within modern society.  Implicit in this observation is the notion that the values and life style of modern society are antithetical to that of the Religious Right.  Each worldview represents its own “cultural system” (Hunter 1983, 160).  Within each cultural system, key cornerstones can be identified.  The Religious Right ideology can be conceptualized as a commitment to traditionalism and moralism. The ideology of modern society can be conceptualized in terms of modernization and secularization characterized by trends toward secular humanism and liberalism. 


At the center of the dispute between the Religious Right movement and modern society is the role of a multiplicity of socio-political issues such as abortion, gun control, the teaching of creationism in public schools, the extension of equal rights to homosexuals, and school prayer.  These issues are a considerable factor in the analysis of the movement and contribute to a deeper theoretical framework.

The Religious Right Ideology


The cornerstones of the Religious Right ideology or “cultural system” stand in stark contrast to the tenets of modern society.  One of these cornerstones is the moral imperative contained in Biblical tradition: the fundamental conviction that there are numerous moral absolutes that stand independent of human experience.  Paul Weyrich explains that “ultimately everything can be reduced to right and wrong. Everything” (Keller 1980, 2630).  Tim LaHaye explains that in life there are essentially “two basic lines of reasoning...atheistic humanism or Christianity” (LaHaye 1980, 9)


The Bible is characterized as being “verbally inspired by the Holy Spirit and therefore inerrant and absolutely infallible,” and therefore it is to function as man’s moral guide (Falwell 1981, 119).  Thus, the Religious Right is distinguished by the range and diversity of cultural forms which it interprets as deviant, according to the Bible.  Homer Duncan’s pamphlet, Secular Humanism: The Most Dangerous Religion in America reinforces this perspective:

When we discard the Bible as our standard of absolute truth... we have no standard for determining moral values.  The Bible  says that murder is wrong, but nowadays many murderers are  set free to kill again simply because the judge thinks they are mentally sick.  Rapists are not accountable for their actions, so they are set free to ravish sweet little girls...The Bible says  that adultery and fornication are wrong, but since we have  thrown away the Bible, college students and thousands of others live together with no restraint.  The Bible pronounces the death penalty for homosexuals, but if the Equal Rights  Amendment passes, we will be compelled by law to send our children to homosexual teachers  (Fosdick 1956, 230).


Another cornerstone of the Religious Right ideology is the conviction that moral absolutes should be the foundation of the laws that govern society.  That is, laws and public policies should reflect a society’s ultimate values.


The main issues that stimulate Religious right concern are homosexuality, abortion, and family structure.  These issues represent the most concrete examples of where the Religious Right’s ideological and theological beliefs have been threatened by modern developments.  On the issue of homosexuality, for example, both the Old Testament (Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13, Genesis 19:5-9, and Judges 19:22-28) and the New Testament (1 Timothy 1:9, 1 Corinthians 6:9, and Romans 1:27) condemn homosexuality in unequivocal terms. The contention that homosexuality is wrong is a moral absolute and the government has the responsibility of preserving and protecting the moral absolutes that should guide society (Wacker 1984, 329).  Thus, from the perspective of the Religious Right, the passage of legislation that promotes gay rights is not only morally reprehensible, but also a manifestation of irresponsible and corrupt government.


However, on the issues of abortion, there is scant biblical evidence that the act is morally or religiously wrong.  The main evangelical argument against abortion cites that the act is murder because the fetus “is a person or is to become one and thus has both rights and the glorious love of God” (Fowler 1982, 196).  About the Supreme Court’s 1972 abortion decision, Lindsell argued that the Supreme Court “stands on the side of paganism against Christianity...Abortion is homicide, for it terminates a genuine human life”  (Fowler 1982, 191).   


The notion of the “Family” stands at the heart of the Religious Right cultural- ideological and theological belief system..  Single issues, such as homosexuality, pre-marital promiscuity and abortion are viewed as contributing to the decline of the traditional family -- the “fundamental building block and the basic unit of our society” (Falwell 1980, 45).  Religious Right proponents point to several biblical passages that depict what is viewed as the proper model of social relationships, notably the New Testament passages 1 Peter and Paul’s letter to the Ephesians (Kater 1982, 93).  The family, as the Religious Right portrays it, is a nuclear group organized hierarchically with the male at the head, exercising spiritual dominance and also providing material support for his wife and children.  From the perspective of the Religious Right, the traditional image of the American family is in accordance with this biblical image.  The male figure, as father and husband exercises financial and spiritual authority whereas the female, as mother and wife, occupies a subordinate, but equally important role relative to the male. Falwell asserts that “God’s plan is for men to be manly and spiritual in all areas of Christian leadership.  Women are to be feminine and manifest the ornament of a meek and quiet spirit...In the Christian home, the woman is to be submissive” (Falwell 1980, 183).


From a symbolic politics perspective, key issues, such as abortion, feminism, and pre-marital sex, represent a broader thematic understanding of what motivates the movement.  These issues become representative of how “moral decline” and the “decline of traditionalism” have come to characterize American social and political life as it is experienced from the perspective of the personal and individual membership of the Religious Right movement.

The Ideology of Modernization


Modernization is a total process evident in the economic, political, and social organization of society (Germani 1981, 10).  Industry symbolizes modern economic society.  According to Germani (1981), “since industrial techniques and mentality permeate most areas of human activity. . .industrialization and industrial society are commonly used as synonyms for modernization and modern society” (Germani 1981, 10).   Social modernization is identified by its capacity to promote or maintain self-sustained economic and social growth, while being able to adjust to continuous change.  Finally, social modernization encompasses changes in all sectors of society at every level: personality, norms, social relations, and political institutions (Germani 1981, 19).   

  
Germani (1981) asserts that the notion of secularization manifests at all levels of social life and reflects the essential meaning of modernity.  Secularization can be conceptualized as a set of interrelated basic principles defining the necessary conditions for the rise and maintenance of modern society at all levels.  Secularization involves three basic principles: institutionalized change, differentiation and specialization, and individuation as detailed below.


Institutionalized change is universal and manifests itself in different aspects of society.  At the economic level, industrial and technological change facilitates social change, such as change in living and working conditions.  Social change then may affect cultural systems, thus demanding a reinterpretation of norms, values, and the function of social institutions.  The political system provides the means to institutionalize change and depending upon the social orientation toward the notion of change, the political system will either be legitimized or resisted as an intrusion into private life (Germani 1981, 13).  


In modern society, institutional differentiation and specialization of structure expand to embrace not only the function of political institutions but also the roles of individuals.  This implicates the broader issue of the relationships between the various institutions within society.  For example, the relationship between church and state or the religion and government is affected by differentiation.  The degree of institutional overlap between the two will cater effectively to either those who support a great institutional overlap or those who support relative autonomy.


Individuation refers to the changing way that an individual relates to his or her own self, to society, to nature, and to the fundamental problems of human existence within modern society (Germani 1981, 13).  On a concrete level, modernization has meant the rise of science and technology, the expansion of industry, and the decline of traditional religion as the common core or belief system through which individuals interpret the meaning of their existence.  Secular humanism is an ideology that has emerged in the midst of these changes. 


Secular humanism is based on two key tenets: the rejection of any supernatural conception of the universe and an affirmation that ethical values are relative and do not originate or hold meaning outside of human experience.  In addition, many secular humanists contend that the highest truth is attainable only through human reason and the scientific method (Heinz 1983, 134).  The Humanist Manifestoes of 1933 and 1973 assert that traditional theism is fallible and outmoded, that the universe is self-evolving rather than created, that any religion that places God before man is to be rejected, and that ethics are relative to the individual and situation (Jorstad 1987, 28).


Liberalism is closely associated with secular humanism.  As a political ideology, it recognizes the social and cultural change that the world has undergone and seeks to accommodate the results of those changes rather than resist them (Hunter 1983, 161).  Thus, changes in the traditional family structure, such as the transformation of the role of women as wives, homemakers, and mothers are accepted as progress in a modern culture, whereas the Religious Right worldview and belief system views this development as decline.  With regard to thematic issues, humanism translates into social and religious tolerance  guided by the motif that individual choice transcends biblical directive.  That is, the inherent moral righteousness of  homosexuality and abortion are matters of individual consciousness, rather than obedience to the Word of God as expressed in the Bible.

The Religious Right in Modern Society


In Revivals, Awakenings, and Reform (1978), McLoughlin addresses the relationships between ideologies and social and political conditions that undermine the significance or practicality of those ideologies.  The theological or ideological foundation of a group can be understood as an ideology or culture insofar as it gives meaning and order to the private lives of its adherents (McLoughlin 1978, 23).  It is thus subject to reinterpretation and dissolution in the light of significant changes in the economic, political, and social affairs of the environment within which it exists.  In the case of the Religious Right, the ideology that defines private life consists of the Christian principles which substantiate collectively held traditional values that define family, community, and nation.  These principles form:

a fixed or normative relationship of one man or group to another.  They prepare men for continuity, not change; they are means by which men try to insure stability, order, regularity, and predictability in their lives...But times change; the world changes, people change; therefore institutions, world view, and cultural systems must change  (McLoughlin  1978, 8).


From McLoughlin’s perspective, movements such as the Religious Right occur when society deviates so far from traditional moral and religious understandings that neither individuals nor large groups can honestly or consistently sustain their life style in accordance with their values (McLoughlin 1978, 12). That is, when the modernizing effects of society effectively translate into governmental legitimization of policies and sanctions that deviate from traditional church teachings, fundamentalist movements are likely to occur.      


Thus,  McLoughlin asserts that fundamentalist movements can be explained in terms of a conflict of ideas about how social, political, and intellectual relationships should exist.  As discussed earlier, the Religious Right movement and modern social thought espouse distinctly separate worldviews.  McLoughlin draws on Wallace’s (1956) conception of movements or “awakenings” as occurring in stages in order to demonstrate how this conflict of worldviews unfolds historically. 


The first stage of a mass movement is a crisis of legitimacy, where the dominant worldview held by the group is threatened.  In the second stage, the stress accrued by the threatened worldview comes to be perceived as institutional failure.  That is, the existing social and political institutions are “blamed” for the threat to and decline of the group’s established worldview.  Third is the creation and consolidation of a new worldview.  The fourth stage involves the restructuring of old institutions.  The final stage is the absorption of society into the new worldview and the new institutional patterns it upholds.  (McLoughlin 1978, 9-23)  


The McLoughlin-Wallace construct is significant to an understanding of the status politics model and the resource mobilization model as they relate to the Religious Right movement.  In the first two stages, the notion of “threat” and the source thereof is an integral part of the status politics theory in explaining the Religious Right as a SM.   During this stage, there is almost always:

a nativist or traditionalist movement within the culture, that  is, an attempt to argue that the danger comes from the failure of the populace to adhere more strictly to old beliefs, values, and behavior patterns...The solution of the nativists is a call for return to the “old-time religion”, ”the ways of our fathers”,  and “respect for the flag” (or other symbols of the old order)”(McLoughlin 1978, 14).


Accordingly, Billy James Hargis, founder of the Christian Crusade in 1947 elaborates on the Christian vision of America:

Patriotism and Christianity are very close to each other.  It is impossible to be a true Christian and not be a true patriot.  One who loves God also loves his country.  Our forefathers believed in Jesus Christ and his atoning blood...America is and always has been a Christian nation  (Hargis 1960, 35).


In the second stage, responsibility for the “discontent” or “threat” experienced in the first stage is projected upon the existing political order.  The government comes to be perceived as the establishment that institutionalizes this notion of “threat,” by passing legislation, for example, that guarantees equal rights for homosexuals despite the fact that  the Bible specifically condemns that particular lifestyle. 


In the third and fourth stages, the movement consolidates its own worldview and attempts to institutionalize it.  It is during these stages that the utility of the resource mobilization model becomes pertinent.   The resource mobilization model provides a framework for explaining how a SM such as the Religious Right mobilizes available resources to form a SMO that attempts to “restructure” the institutions that are perceived as the source of threat to Christian values and life style.  Jerry Falwell’s Moral Majority, for example, organized as a broadly based conservative political organization intended to protect declining moral virtue in American public life.  Falwell asserts that “a politician, as a minister of God, is a revenger to execute wrath upon those who do evil” (Falwell 1980, 98).   


For the Religious Right movement, the fifth stage of this scheme would result in a total institutionalization of Christian values, as specified in the Bible.  America could then become “...the citadel of light which God intended her to be from the beginning” (Falwell 1980, 266).

Summary and Significance


This thesis is significant from both a pragmatic and a theoretical standpoint.  The pragmatic implications of the study are fairly straightforward.  Since mid-20th Century there has been a transformation of the Religious Right from a SM to a SMO.  As a SM, the Religious Right is not characterized by political activism, though there is significant grassroots support.  From the status politics perspective, it will be argued that the movement is mobilized by discontent stemming from some source within the cultural environment of society, i.e.; modernization and secularization.  Such mobilization raises fundamental questions about the character and nature of the social, political, and cultural aspects of modern society.  As a SMO the Religious Right has developed into an organizational and political force that attempts to actually shape and determine public policy in the United States in accordance with traditional Biblical values and institutionalize those values as part of the governmental structure, thus resisting the modernizing trends of contemporary society.


This new political role of the Religious Right of the 1970’s has significant implications for American politics.  The Religious Right, as an interest group in the American political arena is capable of exerting significant pressure upon various policy decisions.  Because the movement’s agenda can be operationalized as a resistance to modernization and also as a call for the institutionalization of religious values within the governmental structure, essential considerations are raised regarding the relationship between religion and politics or church and state in the United States.       


From an academic standpoint, this thesis is significant because it integrates the status politics and resource mobilization models into a single comprehensive model capable of addressing social and political aspects of SMs.  The status politics model argues that the source of discontent from which the Religious Right has emerged is directly related to modernization, i.e., the decline of the traditional family, dual-income families, sexual promiscuity, the rise of science and technology.  But, it fails to explain the New Religious Right as an organizational force and a political movement or interest group.  Resource mobilization theorists do offer a framework for examining the strategic organizational and political dimensions of SMOs, but it fails to address the importance of a SMs ideology.   


When applied separately, the status politics and the resource mobilization models examine single aspects of the Religious Right movement.   However, an integrated approach provides a more comprehensive tool for looking at the broader dimensions and the developmental aspects of this significant social and political movement. 

Chapter Two: Historical Antecedents of the Religious Right Movement:  Support for the Status Politics Model

Analytic Framework:  The Status Politics Hypothesis


This chapter articulates the fundamental tenets of the status politics hypothesis and examines its utility as a tool to  analyze the early developmental stages of the Religious Right as a SM.  Using an historical analysis divided into two specific time periods, covering the span of the “Old” Religious Right  -- the turn of the century and the 1950’s through the 1960’s-- the chapter examines the larger social and political conditions characteristic of the times and of the religious right constituency and membership.  The underpinning theme is that the religious right movement is motivated by a perceived “threat.”  The threat is perceived as inherent in the social, cultural, and political developments within “modern,” “secular” American society.


There are numerous variations of the status politics model that seek to explain the motivational factors behind social movement support and membership.  The two main levels of analysis are individual and group status alternatives.  The analytical frameworks are related by the proposition that support for social movements is dependent upon the anticipation of enhancement of  social status through group membership.  They differ with respect to the source or basis of status concern, i.e., preservation of a way of life, financial status, or social prestige accorded a particular lifestyle.

Social Status Model Variations

Individual Social Status and Support for Right Wing Movements


The early literature on the status politics hypothesis (Lipset 1981; Lenski 1954; Parsons 1955; Hofstadter 1962; et al.) posits personal economic indicators as determinants of social movement membership.  According to this view, status crusades are most common during periods of economic prosperity, when some individuals experience large growth in income.  McEvoy (1971, 38) explains that the political right is the “organized and visible segment of society that is most radical in attacking the system while at the same time affirming the legitimacy of hoarding one’s own money for oneself.”


Perhaps the most comprehensive literary source on this variant of the status politics hypothesis is the classic volume of expositions collected by Bell (1964).  The basic status politics argument, as postulated in the collection (Hofstadter, Riesman, Glazer, et al. 1964) maintains that individuals identify with extremist social movements out of anxiety over their social status, where status is interpreted as the individual’s position in the social stratification system as typically measured by occupation, education, and income (Wolfinger et al.. 1969).


Other interpretations focus on the source of the socio-economic dimensions of the concept of status as the starting point of analysis.  Parsons (1955, 213 identifies the source and cause of structural social and economic strains that produce the “social repercussions of industrialization,” and thereby induce status anxiety:   “Since the United States did not have a class structure tightly integrated with a political organization that had developed its main forms before the industrial revolution, the economy has had a freedom to develop and to set the tone for the whole society in a way markedly different from any European country or Japan. . .”


Social strain is experienced in the spheres of education, property ownership, family and kinship, and overall class structure; and is compounded by the international situation of war.  Parsons (1955, 217) correlates this structural strain with extremist social movement activity:  “It is a generalization well established in social science that neither individuals nor societies can undergo major structural changes without the likelihood of producing a considerable element of “irrational” behavior.”


This concept of “irrational behavior” is a prevalent theme that runs through the early status politics literature.  Bell et al. (1955) identify McCarthyism as the product of alienation and frustration over individual psychological status inconsistency, i.e.,  personal psychological resentments being projected into the public realm fostered a hostile and anti-democratic social movement.  Similarly, Crawford (1980, 311) refers to the New Right as an example of “rampageous democracy.”  


Group Status and Support for Right Wing Movements


A major variant of the status politics hypothesis focuses on the dynamics of group, rather than individual, status anxiety/discontent.  This alternate theory stresses the group perspective of lifestyle concern as a result of social change, is the key motivating factor for participation in extremist social movements (Page and Clelland 1978;  Wald et al. 1989).  This variant does not preclude the individual psychological approach to status politics, since of course groups are composed of individuals, but it emphasizes group status discontent, i.e., lifestyle concern. 


Gusfield (1963) applies this construct to the temperance movement.  Status groups are defined as those that share a common lifestyle of religious or moral values.  When members of a particular status group perceive their commonality as being under transgression, they become distressed.  That is, as they perceive their lifestyle status becoming more and more threatened by modern society, members may become mobilized to protect or enhance the waning prestige of the group.  Accordingly, Gusfield argues that the success of Prohibition was based on acknowledging the supremacy of the values of evangelical, parochial Protestantism, thus safeguarding such Protestants’ threatened social status.


A related sub-variant of the group status politics framework is the politics of lifestyle defense.  This approach redefines the concept of status to mean a way of life, rather than an economic class.  Page and Clelland (1978) explain that “a status group stands for a way of life; and such groups are consequently involved in constant struggles for control of the means of symbolic production through which their reality is constructed.  Such struggles are the essence of status politics.”  For example, the Religious Right struggle with key issues, such as abortion and homosexuality, encompasses their understanding of reality.  That is, the Religious Right stance on the issues themselves are mere symbols of their reality and the public definition via media, legislative, and judicial decisions, becomes the means for the symbolic production of that social and cultural reality.


Page and Clelland’s reference to “the symbolic means of production” cited above relates to yet another sub-variant group status politics hypothesis:  symbolic politics theories (Conover and Gray 1981; Wuthnow 1983).  Closely associated with most group status variants, symbolic politics points to the symbolism of social movement activities as indicative of the larger group consciousness.  That is, the Christian Right’s stance on various social issues, such as abortion and homosexuality, is reflective of the group consciousness of the movement.  Importantly, this “group consciousness” also functions as the target which is “threatened” by some aspect of the issue at hand.  


An important prediction of the symbolic politics model is that the SM will be attracted to issues that thematically represent the fundamental ideological basis of the SM from the perspective of its leadership and membership.  The symbolic politics model explains an essential element of the rhetoric used to advance a movement agenda -- the use of highly charged, emotional verbal and visual symbols to frame the issues in such a way as to create a public awareness of those issues imbued with the ideological perspective of the movement.  In the following quote, Robertson explains his social movement vision:

I want you to imagine a land where little children pray in schools, and they read the Bible to them and they’re taught the things of God . . .there are no more abortions...where the prisons are virtually empty . . .there is no need for a great big police force...workers and managers respect each other as children of God...the church members have taken dominion over the forces of the world...We’re going to see a society where people are living godly and moral lives...(Porteous 1995).


This utopian imagery articulates social and cultural goals for which the RR strive. Similarly, the rhetorical usage of terms like “moral decline” serves to create a sense of urgency around the modern situation.  


A SM may also use symbolic imagery as a warning of impending cultural insecurity:

Finally I realized we had to act ourselves.  Something had to be done.  The federal government is encroaching upon the sovereignty of both the Church and family.  The U.S. Supreme Court has legalized abortion on demand.  The Equal Rights Amendment, with its vague language, threatens to do further damage to the traditional family as does the rising sentiment toward homosexual rights. (Falwell 1981, 25)

Criticism of the Status Politics Model


Both the individual social status and the group social status variations of the status politics hypothesis have been criticized.   The former are criticized on the basis that any type of status inconsistency can lead to any type of “deviant” behavior or attitude.  For example, Bruce (1988) points out that individuals who are displeased with the status that society has accorded them are not only susceptible to social movement activity, but also to violence, crime, physical and mental illness, alcoholism, and drug addiction.  So, the decision to join the Religious Right movement may be only one manifestation of individuals simply acting out a perception of downcast status in one of any number of possible ways.  According to the critics, therefore, the status politics model is not specialized adequately to analyze the motivation behind SMs.  This line of criticism however implies that social movement participation is a “deviant” behavior -- or equivalent to alcoholism and drug addiction.  Such a characteristic is at best left to the reader to evaluate.


The individual social status model also intimates that individuals opposed to what they perceive as status inconsistency do so in ways that are “irrational” or deviant from normal behaviors.  Thus, the group social and political mobilization can be characterized as being deviant on the ground that mobilization occurred as a result of status inconsistency or dissatisfaction.  Specifically, Lenski’s (1954) original formulation states that status inconsistency leads to extreme behaviors.  This supposition excludes those individuals who are rational, non-extremists merely seeking to maintain their legitimately threatened status within a society.  Several additional points of critique also apply:  uncertainty about the objective identification and distinction between prestige and lifestyle, as well as the difficulty of designing a measure of individual, personal discontent or anxiety (Page and Clelland 1978).   


The group status model also bears considerable criticism.  The essence of critical analysis is the who that comprise the group consciousness.  For example,  Bruce (1988) notes that Gusfield’s (1963) status interpretation of the Christian Temperance movement fails to account for why members were attracted to the movement.  Bruce maintains that there is ineffectual evidence in Gusfield’s account to prove that members of the temperance movement were initially attracted to it in an attempt to preserve their declining social status. 


In the same manner, the applicability of the politics of lifestyle defense and the symbolic politics models to contemporary social movements and social movement organizations is also criticized for the paucity of empirical evidence available.  It is difficult to operationalize and measure lifestyle concern and symbolism to achieve experiential results.  For example, it has been difficult to determine just what social movement activity is “symbolic,” i.e., reflective of the larger movement’s ideological objectives, and what activity is not.  Moreover, the symbolic perspective is hindered by its dependence on subjective interpretations of social, cultural, and political issues.  As Wilcox (1994) points out, for activists, abortion is a symbol of the changing roles of women.  However, for others, activist as well as non-activist others, abortion carries no symbolic interpretation, and is actually seen as a complex and obscure issue.


This thesis, however, will focus on the group variant, specifically the politics of lifestyle concern-symbolic politics explanation of the status politics theory because a) there is a need to depart from the attitude that right-wing political activists are “deviant” or “irrational”, b) neither economic nor prestige issues are major elements in the fundamental basis of the American Religious Right, and c) there is a need to consider symbolic single issues as significant indicators of how the Religious Right attracts new members and defines issues to them.


Those attracted to the Religious Right movement are apparently motivated by status issues that are ideological, theological, and cultural.  This cultural conflict is apparent in the Right’s rhetorical emphasis upon tradition as defined by ancestral American culture.  This traditional social and political culture is characterized by a strong religious tendency.  Issues that influence the contemporary movement are characteristically a representation of some aspect of American life-style in deviation from tradition, e.g., teaching of evolution in the public schools, abortion, homosexuality, and premarital sex.  The characteristics of the notion of tradition have firm roots in recent American history, so the Religious Right need not look far back to call for a “return to the old times.” 


This thesis will incorporate these two status politics variants (politics of lifestyle and symbolic politics) to provide a comprehensive cognitive theoretical and conceptual analysis of the Religious Right movement-- a starting place for further research into the empirical facets of symbol, status and social movements. 

The Religious Right and the Traditional versus the Secular in American Culture 

Evangelical Christians support the political mobilization of the Religious Right out of a concern over the maintenance of their lifestyles.  Any threat to the integrity or social status or value of the lifestyle may initiate mobilization.  So, when local or national socio-political issues arise which threaten the maintenance of these values, the movement mobilizes to protect the integrity of its values.  This theme is evident in every time period where the Religious Right is manifest as a significant SM in American society -- supporting the politics of lifestyle concern - symbolic politics explanation.


Some scholars liken the spontaneous Religious Right social and political activity to historical “waves” that are predictable and patterned (Lienesch 1993, 3; Wilcox 1992, 3).  From the status politics perspective, periods of activity are indicative of the SMs responsiveness to the larger society.  More specifically, the movement can be understood as galvanized by forces within the society that threaten the integrity of its shared “status.”  Members of the Religious Right movement can be understood as group whose traditional values are undermined by the institutionalization of  modern and secular principles in American social life.


Thus, from the perspective of the SM, the waves of the Religious Right movement correspond to social and political events that undermine traditionalism. In this way, the movement can be interpreted as a politics-of-lifestyle phenomena, whereby members mobilize to protect their shared lifestyle from modern secular forces.  Wald et al. (1989, 7) explains:

...moral crusades attract recruits who are dissatisfied with the valuation accorded them by society.  The resentment stems from the perception by members of a group that social changes have undermined the prestige commanded their lifestyle and elevated to supremacy contrasting models with divergent values and codes of behavior.


This section will discuss the concepts of Traditionalism and Secularism, and what they mean to the Religious Right ideology, then present an analysis of historical “waves” of Religious Right mobilization.  In each time period where a “wave” of activity occurred, the theme of the conflict between the traditional and the secular is apparent.  This theme is “played out” through symbols, such as single issues (abortion, prayer in public schools) and rhetoric (the verbalization of the issues by the leadership of the movement).

The “Traditional” and the “Secular”


The Religious Right movement is a traditionalist movement: it seeks to preserve tradition against the perceived threat posed by secularization tendency in society.  At the heart of this fundamental conflict are the traditional and the secular views of American life.  The specific issues -- abortion, prohibitions on school prayer, and sexual permissiveness -- are symbolic of the central conflict between two worldviews, each with a very rich and long heritage.  Thus, the issues are symbolic interpretations of a deeper, historically-rooted consciousness that legitimates a particular lifestyle.  As Heinz (1983, 143) explains:

Symbols bear the power to bring a symbolic world, a universe of meaning into existence.  They become ordering forces in everyday life.  Life is created and lived out as an extension of the symbol, in which one discovers life-giving and enlightening power.  

The importance of symbols and their determination of lifestyle selection cannot be underestimated.  It is the existence of the lifestyle that preserves the worldview.  Any threat to the maintenance of the lifestyle either through symbolic means, e.g., controversial single issues, legislation, social and cultural revolutionary changes, or more direct means, e.g., the categorical claims of an opposing ideological group, may initiate the mobilization of a SM.


At this juncture let us briefly contrast the antithetical worldviews of the Religious Right and the Secular Humanist in order to provide a framework with which to study the foundation of both worldviews and the perceptual roots of the symbolism that lies behind each groups’ stance on contemporary issues. 

Traditionalism


As noted, the concept of traditionalism lies at the heart of the Religious Right movement dogma.  Falwell frequently alludes to the “moral breakdown” encompassing American society.  He argues that both individual and societal morality are in a state of degeneration because the leaders of this country have replaced moral absolutes with uncertainty.  Falwell expresses this theme:  “We are very quickly moving toward an amoral society where nothing is either absolutely right or absolutely wrong.  Our absolutes are disappearing, and with this disappearance we must face the sad fact that our society is crumbling” (Falwell 1980a, 19-20).  Thus, the Religious Right movement can be interpreted as a SM motivated by this impending peril of a “amoral society.”  Generally, the movement expresses a call for a return to tradition as the solution to this crisis.


Throughout sixteenth and seventeenth century Europe, revolts against the churches were led by what later became known as the “Puritans.”  Interestingly, the leaders of the Church of England regarded the “Puritans” as dangerous dissenters.  Eventually, some Dissenters migrated to America, in search of a land where they could practice Christian religion in a “Christian society” unencumbered by the established European Catholic churches.  


The early American settlers established a social and political society centered almost solely on the Bible.  A study conducted by Lutz (1984) confirms that the biblical tradition played a prominent role in the administration of the revolution and in the framing of the Constitution.  In a study of approximately one thousand political documents issued to the public from 1760 through 1805, Lutz discovered that the single most frequent source of citations was the Bible.  


Even today, as Wald (1989, 58) observes, the influence of Protestant Christianity in American contemporary social and political life is “infused with religious symbols and references, and that debates about contending policy choices are frequently couched in terms of competing moral values.”  Some scholars (Wald 1989, 58; Wuthnow 1988, 244) go so far as to argue that this prominent appeal to religious images substantiates the existence of a “civil religion,
” consisting of Christian symbols and moral values that legitimize the divinity of a nation:  the American equivalent of a “chosen people.”


Civil religion serves many social and political purposes.  It gives people a sense of unity and brotherhood, enabling persons of diverse faith to harmonize their beliefs.  It creates a pride in the nation, so that a sense of belonging is created for citizens.  Perhaps the most significant feature of civil religion is what Wald (1989, 61) refers to as its the “priestly” aspects: or what social scientists call “legitimization.”  That is, God sanctifies the nation because it is ordained for a sacred, divine purpose, and as long as that nation functions according to those divine principle, God’s blessing betides.


In this way, civil religion has special significance for the Religious Right -- America’s legitimacy as a nation is directly dependent upon the belief that America was founded for divine purposes under the auspices of Washington, Franklin, Witherspoon, and Adams.  Hence, the founding fathers constructed the instrument of government from the biblical perspective, and the main tenets of that perspective must be upheld in order to maintain a divinely sanctioned society.


The matter of “values” and “moral decay” therefore are essential in a civil religion.  Moral breakdown interferes with the proper role of government: to evangelize the world.  In contrast, should the government espouse homosexuality and feminism by adopting liberal social policies, it is essentially deviating from the proper role under impaired leadership.


Any alleged separation of church and state also seemingly contradicts the belief that America is divinely inspired.  Furthermore, prominent Christian leaders alleged that the principle of separation of church and state itself is corrupted in contemporary political society.  Schemer (1981) a prominent evangelical political activist, states:

The way the concept is used today is totally reversed from the original intent.  The modern concept of separation is an argument for a total separation of religion from the state.  ...To have suggested the state separated from religion and religious influence would have amazed the Founding fathers. (quoted in Capps 1990, 136)


Falwell also comments on this point:

Our Founding Fathers separated church and state in function but never intended to establish a government void of God. As is evidenced by our Constitution, good people in America must exert influence and provide a conscience and climate of morality in which it is difficult to go wrong, not difficult for people to go right in America (quoted in Kater 1982, 9).

Secularism


Kurtz (1983, 2) outlines the basic principles of secularism in what he calls “A Secular Humanist Declaration.”  The “declaration” is composed of ten points: Free Inquiry, Separation of Church and State, The Ideal of Freedom, Ethics Based on Critical Intelligence, Moral Education, Religious Skepticism, Reason, Science and Technology, Evolution, and Education.

The notion of Free Inquiry is concerned with absolute freedom of communication. Kurtz (1983, 16) explains that “free inquiry requires that we tolerate diversity of opinion and that we respect the right of individuals to express their beliefs, however unpopular they may be, without social or legal prohibition or fear of sanctions.”  Related to that concept is the Ideal Of Freedom, which applies to all areas of social, political, and cultural life.  Following from the humanist commitment to the past two concepts, tolerance and freedom, is the strict Separation Of Church And State, so that all points of view are heard and considered, rather than repressed.


Humanist ethics are based on Critical Intelligence, rather than religious absolutes.  “Morality that is not God-based need not be anti-social, subjective, or promiscuous...Nor do we believe that any one church should impose its views of moral virtue and sin, sexual conduct, marriage, divorce, birth control or abortion, or legislate them for the rest of society” (Capps 1990, 17).  Thus Moral Education is to be based on intelligent, human principles, rather than religious doctrine.  


Perhaps the most controversial aspect of the humanist ideology is the emphasis on Religious Skepticism about supernatural claims.  The “Humanist Declaration” proclaims, “We are doubtful of traditional views of God and divinity.”  This statement is further refined and clarified:

They [secular humanists] reject the idea that God has intervened miraculously in history or revealed himself to a chosen few, or that he can save or redeem sinners.  They believe that men and women are free and are responsible for their own destinies and that they cannot look toward some transcendent  Being for salvation.  We reject the divinity of Jesus, the divine mission of Moses, Mohammed, and other latter day prophets...(Capps 1990, 19)


Reason, Science, and Technology are seen as the reliable tools needed to understand the world.  Evolution, as a scientific explanation of human existence is thus supported, as well as its status in the science classroom.  The humanist view of Education is central to its perspective:  “In our view, education should be the essential method of building humane, free and democratic societies” (Capps 1990, 21).


These ideals provide a characterization of the secular lifestyle.  These ideals are fundamentally contrary to ideals underlying religious traditionalism.  For example, science and technology contradict the Christian belief in Biblical accounts of creation -- the notion of Critical Intelligence promotes questioning of divine moral absolutes, rather than acceptance of and obedience to holy writ. 


From the Religious Right perspective, the notion of the secular lifestyle is the most commonly cited impetus behind America’s moral/traditional breakdown.  Lahore intimates this abstraction: “ In fact, to provide our young with the high caliber education includes an emphasis on [Christian] basics and character building, we must pay tuition to send them to a Christian school..., while paying taxes to subsidize the religion of humanism in our public schools” (quoted in Kurtz 1983, 3).  Senator Jesse Helms comments that the only way to “save” America is to “root out the humanist from all walks of life...” (quoted in Kurtz 1983, 4)


The themes of traditionalism are manifest in the private and public application of Christian moral principles.  However, the themes of secularization occupy important roles in the development of the Religious Right movement in the United States.  The conflict of these two themes is incarnated as the essence of “status discontent” in American society.  That is, issues and motives associated with the Religious Right movement are intellectually identifiable with the general thematic dilemma of declining tradition and increasing secularization.    

Historical Background

The First Fundamentalist Crusade: Religious Conflict at the Turn of the Century


Contemporary Christian American Evangelicalism is a socio-religious phenomenon rooted in the nineteenth-century Protestant experience with modernity.  Scholars believe that the fundamentalist-modernist dispute was the most significant social, political and religious confrontation of the nineteenth century (Hunter 1987; Wilcox 1992).


Nineteenth-century Protestant Evangelicalism was firmly and formally institutionalized within the denominational and cultural structure in early America.  Evangelicals shared an unquestionable core of social normative principles for American society:  the role of Jesus Christ as the personal mediator for salvation, the Bible as the inerrant and sole authority on all matters of religious, political, and social concerns, and the absolute need for individual and societal obedience to the divine will of God in the “chosen” America (Hunter 1983, 22).


Despite the principle of non-establishment of religion, American society was Christianized.  An important aspect of the Christian America was the widespread conviction that America was a divine nation with a divine purpose.  Local, state, and federal governmental structures were dominated by officials who shared this belief and naturally ruled according to corresponding principles.  Industry commerce, and education were also dominated by this perspective.  Consequently, a unique “Protestant” work and lifestyle ethic existed.  


The image of a Christian America was not confined to the boundaries of America.  Rather, adherents envisioned the whole world.  In 1890, Lewis Stearns proclaimed:

Today Christianity is the power which is molding the destinies of the world.  The Christian nations are in the ascendant.  Just in proportion to the purity of Christianity as it exists in the various nations of Christendom is the influence they are exerting upon the world’s destiny.  The future of the world seems to be in the hands of the three great Protestant powers-England, Germany, and the Untied States.  The old promise is being fulfilled; the followers of the true God are inheriting the world (Handy 1971, 29).


But the pace of scientific, social, and intellectual innovation was profound from the beginning of the century to the period just before World War I.  The social and economic problems associated with industrialization, i.e., crowded and inadequate housing, the factory system, changing family structure, increasing crime rates, and urbanization, were compounded by revolutionary intellectual scientific influences.  And, in response to these forces of modernity, the beginning of Protestant denominational fundamentalism is discernible.


During the turn of the century, secular scientific publications became popular.  In  1801, Jean-Baptiste de Lamarck initiated evolutionary theory, an idea that was given even more force in 1859 in Charles Darwin’s Origin of Species.  In 1900, Freud published The Interpretation of Dreams, a revolutionary landmark in the scientific and religious understanding of the human mind.  And, in 1906, Einstein announced the “General Theory of Relativity,” expanding the dimensional reality of the existing understanding of the universe.  The combined influence of these and other social  scientists resulted in a penetrating alienation and confusion for American Christians.  As Hunter (1987, 26) points out, traditional explanations embodied in Biblical scripture resolved the social, economic and political problems of the nineteenth century American.  However, “this confidence soon gave way to anxiety and discontent with traditional understandings and solutions for such problems.”  


The entwined social and religious Protestant consciousness was disrupted.  As the status politics hypothesis relates, the dominant worldview, embodied within institutionalized religious principles, was directly threatened by the intellectual beliefs of modernization.  The social and religious response to modernization helped to create the Fundamentalist Right.  Protestant America began a gradual split which culminated into those who attempted to integrate modernist thought with Christian principles (Evangelicals) and those who resisted modernist absolutely (Fundamentalists).  One early Protestant is reported as expressing the anti-modernist conviction:

[Modernism’s] attempt at reconciling Christianity with modern science has really relinquished everything distinctive of Christianity...Despite the liberal use of traditional phraseology, modern liberalism not only is a different religion...but belongs to a totally different class of religions...Christianity is being attacked from within by a movement which is anti-Christian to the core  (In Machem 1923, 7).


The Fundamentalist movement thus became associated with a distinct set of doctrinal affirmations:  the absolute inerrancy of the Bible in all social, spiritual, political, and religious matters, the literal interpretation of all Biblical events and miracles, and the literal second coming of Christ (Averill 1989, 24).  Thus, any temporal development that undermined the spiritualistic interpretation of the Bible or threatened the actual social and cultural existence of such Protestantism citizens was perceived as modernist heresy.


By the 1920’s the anti-modernist movement became fully operative and formally called the “Fundamentalist” movement, and it is to this period that the status politics model refers.  The teaching of evolution in the public schools was perhaps the pivotal issue that stimulated the formation of the first set of Religious Right groups of the new century.  Anti-modernists perceived the teaching of evolution as a direct blow to the doctrine of biblical literalism at the most sensitive and deeply personal level.


At this juncture, various fundamentalist organizations formed to actively oppose the teaching of evolution in the schools.  The WCFA, the Bible League of North America, the Bible Crusaders of America, the Defenders of Christian Faith, the Flying Fundamentalists and the Anti-Evolution League of Minnesota are just a few of the popular organizations.  But, little was directed at political organization; instead such organizations focused on organizing local mass rallies, speeches, mock trials, and public meetings, intended to educate the faithful of the threat modernism posed (Wilcox 1992, 5).


In 1925, the trial of John Scopes, a high school biology teacher in Dayton, Tennessee, brought the issue of biblical authority and public education to national attention.  Scopes was charged with violation of a state law that prohibited teachers from introducing in the classroom “any theory which denies the divine creation of man as taught by the Bible, and to teach instead that man has descended from a lower order of animals”  (Chidester 1988, 271).  After a controversial trial, in which Clarence Darrow served as Defense Council, John Scopes was convicted and fined for violating the law.  


For the next four years, Fundamentalist efforts waned (Chidester 1988; Wilcox 1992).  Seemingly, with the political battle over evolution won, the threat to traditional Protestantism had eased.  Importantly, during this period, the Religious Right was not yet a cohesive movement.  Rather, it serves to illustrate the start of a social movement mobilized by perceptions of threat within the dynamics of a modernizing culture.     


During the 1930’s and 1940’s, the Christian organizations remained relatively quiet on the social and political front.  Furthermore, the Great Depression fit well with theological interpretations of the millennium.  That is, if the secular world were deteriorating, it might hasten the Second Coming.  However, there were no substantial issues to stimulate further mobilization of the movement.  Moreover, during this period of quietude, the Fundamentalist movement was cultivating its doctrines and becoming firmly established as an institutional force within American society.


Hunter (1987) argues that the religious tendencies of fundamentalism became “privatized” during this era.  That is, fundamentalist leaders discouraged Protestant followers from political interaction with the mainstream world.  Meanwhile, believers concentrated on creating schools, institutes, and universities for the promotion of education based on fundamentalist Christian principles.


On the national level, in 1941 the fundamentalist leaders formed the American Council of Christian Churches to represent nationwide Christian churches and institutions.  The head of the American Council of Christian Churches (ACCC), Carl McIntire, preached a militant doctrine of opposition to Communism, liberal Protestants, any form of social welfare, and Catholicism.  Although political processes were avoided, the message was spread via books, pamphlets, and radio broadcasts.  


McIntire’s militancy ultimately resulted in the estrangement of more moderate fundamentalists, who formed the National Association of Evangelicals (NAE) in 1942, intended to foster cooperation with more liberal Protestants and Pentecostals (Carpenter 1984).  This was the final cleft in the national organizational and ideological perspectives of the modernist Protestants and the anti-modernist Protestants, began in at the turn of the century.

The Second Fundamentalist Crusade:  1950’s and 1960’s


The historical period of the 1950’s and 1960’s marks the emergence of the Religious Right as an organized SM, though not yet a Social Movement Organization.  That is, while the number of fundamentalist groups increased and articulated a cohesive ideological stance on particular national and local issues, and took on a definitive political inclination, they lacked a sophisticated political rhetoric.  


The central theme of the 1950’s and 1960’s for Christian fundamentalists was communism, and its ideological foundation in this period can be traced to the interpretation and impact of McCarthyism, as employed by Reverend Carl McIntire, head of the American Council of Christian Churches (ACCC).  McIntire sought to counter the growing power of the Federal Council of Churches, a more moderate, accommodating group.  The ACCC eventually attracted fifteen denominations with a combined membership of 200,000 to 250,000 (Clabaugh 1974, 79).


The International Council of Christian Churches (ICCC) was also based on backlash to the growing ecumenicity of Protestantism, but on an international level.  Clabaugh (1974, 82) reports that the ICCC, by the late 1960’s, reportedly consisted of eighty-nine sects with over one million members.  However, this figure is a mere estimation, and may actually be much lower.  Nevertheless, the importance of this organization is its international scope, thereby giving broadened vision to Christian followers and sympathizers.


This broadened vision becomes highly significant as the era of the Cold War and the age of Communism approaches.  With McIntire’s leadership and his interpretation and articulation of McCarthyism, the Religious Right movement was mobilized by the politicization of a threat and lifestyle concern that reached far beyond the local political battles over public education of the first crusade to embrace an international vision of the conflict between good and evil.


The close of World War II had not bought an era of peace; but instead materialized fear, mistrust, and disillusionment, creating a “Cold War” between the West and forces of Communism.  Touching on the post-war American national sense, McIntire maintained that America’s social, economic, political, and cultural systems are divinely ordained instruments to spread Christianity, while communism was the instrument of Satan, ordained for the exploitation of the world’s loss of purpose (McIntire 1946, 47). 


The impact of McCarthyism is significant in that it politically legitimized the Communist menace and the Christianization of America (embodied in reforms aimed at the family, the re-embracing of God, and the return to Christian theocracy) for politically active Christians.  McIntire and his followers achieved marked respectability in the political arena, working with Senator Joseph McCarthy’s staff and that of the House Un-American Activities Committee, identifying Communist “suspects” within the clergy and providing religious support at congressional proceedings (Clabaugh 1974, 85).
McIntire used the radio extensively to spread Christian fundamentalist dogma, as well as to solicit funds to establish politico-religious meeting centers such as the Cape May complex, with his “Twentieth Century Reformation Hour.” (Clabaugh 1974, 93).


Billy James Hargis also became a source of Christian leadership in the Religious Right movement during this period.  In the early 1950’s Hargis apparently had professional contact with Senator McCarthy, for McCarthy comments that his investigations were helped by, “a great preacher, Dr. Billy James Hargis of Tulsa, Oklahoma, who is pastor of a church there and doing outstanding work” (Jorstad 1970, 52).  


In the late 1950’s Hargis founded his own “Christian Crusade.”  Hargis generated support via radio, publications, public meetings, direct mail, and mass advertising for domestic as well as international Christian causes.  A notable event was the 1963 Supreme Court decision that outlawed prayer and Bible reading in the public schools.  The issues touched upon by the Scopes Monkey Trail were revisited and consequently stimulated Christian interest and concern.


Through the personalities of McIntire and Hargis, the significance of Communism, the stirrings of a group sense of moral decline, and the advent of Christian politics were introduced to the Christian constituency.

The Constituency and Membership of the Religious Right:  Lifestyle, Status and Symbol


The constituency and membership data for the Religious Right movement during the 1950’s and 1960’s indicates weak support for the politics of lifestyle and symbolic politics models of this social movement.  Until the 1980’s, such data is very limited.  


For example, the only available data on the Religious Right movement in the 1950’s and 1960’s comes from survey data for the 1964 election from the National Election Study (ANES) conducted by the Center for Political Studies at the University of Michigan.  The 1964 presidential election is a significant milestone in the history of the movement, because for the first time the Christian movement entered into the national political arena as a voting bloc to support the Republican presidential candidacy of Senator Barry Goldwater of Arizona.


Furthermore, support for Goldwater can be understood within the framework of the symbolic politics model, i.e., Goldwater’s campaign emphasized (symbolizes) particular issues that at the time were of concern to Christians.  He affirmed his commitment to “traditional morality, family closeness, self-reliance, and a day’s pay for a day’s work...”  (Averill 1989, 109).  These values encompassed the traditional Protestant social ethic which was in gradual decline since the early part of the century.     


Wilcox also (1992) illustrates that awareness of the Religious Right movement was highest among white, southern, politically conservative, college educated churchgoers, the most important variables being high level of education, high level of media and church exposure to Christian publicity, and southern heritage (Wilcox 1992, Table 4.2, 74).



The 1964 data, however, do not contain items suitable for the analysis of competing theories explaining the Religious Right movement.  Nevertheless, a few generalizations can be made with respect to the status politics model;  Wilcox (1992) uses bivariate analysis to investigate the status location, consistency, and anxiety of Christian Crusade supporters.  He found that Crusaders were more likely than nonsupporters to report a great deal of interest in social class, and they were less likely than nonsupporters to exaggerate their social class (Wilcox 1992, Table 4.3, 77-78).  In accordance with status politics model expectations, supporters of the Crusade were more likely than other whites to indicate that that the heads of their households had a lower level of prestige than did their fathers.  These findings point to the Christian perception that the “ways of the fathers,” (traditional American social ethics) are in decline in modern America.  Yet, economically, Crusaders were generally well-educated and confident of their economic future (Ibid., 80).


Perhaps one explanation for the apparent ambivalence of their status among Christian Crusade supporters is that the notion of threat during this period is not yet exclusive to orthodox Christians.  The threat of Communism extended far beyond Christian ideology to disturb diversified political, cultural, social, belief systems.  That is, threat that is perceived as exclusive to the Christian belief system more effectively mobilizes the Religious Right than does threat that is perceived as common to a much broader group, e.g., the entire country.   


Another significant factor for the ambivalence about their status is the lack of a cohesive organizational structure and base of support.  As noted, various Christian organizations and movements, such as the ICCC, ACCC, and Christian Anti-Communist Crusade were a fragmented group rather than a uniform SM.  The more radical wings, such as the ACCC for example, effectively alienated a broader base of popular support due to its steadfast commitment to traditional fundamentalist orthodoxy.  Thus, as a result of these factors,  supporters of the “Religious Right” were not aware that they were “Religious Right Supporters.”  


Those who did support what came later to be the Religious Right ideological platform, stressing status discontent and the ills of modernization, were not yet organized politically.  As Howard Phillips, head of the 1980 New Right Conservative Caucus, stated years later, “We organize discontent.”  (Averill 1989, 109).  The potential 1960’s  supporters were discontented, as the 1964 data implies, but not yet organized politically.  As a result, research applicable to the status politics model was hindered especially by the fact that the Christian community did not define the source of its status concern precisely.  For example, the constituency was not yet aware of the full range of issues that came to define status politics concern for the Religious Right movement -- homosexuality, abortion, premarital sex and pornography.


Conover and Gray (1981), in their analysis of the 1964 data, identify  five sets of groups included in the 1964 survey: Crusaders (those who identified specifically with Religious Right interests), Old Order (conservative southerners and Protestants), the Left (Liberal Democrats), Eastern Interests (Catholics, Jews, and big business), Blacks (NAACP), Radical Extremist Groups (Ku Klux Klan, Muslims, the John Birch Society).  Conover and Gray found that those who identified themselves with the Crusaders or the Old Order were found to be more predisposed than other whites toward radical extremist groups and less sympathetic to the Left.  However, Crusaders were not substantially cooler toward the eastern interests or significantly more supportive of the Old Order (Wilcox 1992, 80).


In sum, these results also do not provide conclusive support for a symbolic politics model of the Religious Right during the 1950’s and 1960’s.  Yet, there is some indication that Christian Right supporters would be more sympathetic toward outside interests that are consistent with their own general, thematic concerns.  While religious-conservative interests were not found to be significantly cooler toward antithetical interests, they were found to be somewhat more predisposed toward parallel interests.  


The ambivalent and unclear findings may be adequately explained by considering structural, as well as functional factors.  As mentioned earlier, because the notion of threat had not yet been perceived as exclusive to American orthodox Christians, there was no impetus for a symbolic crusade.  However, it can be argued that the theme of traditionalism, defined as the American sense of national divinity (the deeply historical consciousness of a “chosen nation”) played a symbolic role in the Christian opposition to Communism and the spread thereof.  At this historical juncture, there was no defined, perceptible source of threat to Christian traditionalists, such as “The Liberals,” “The Secular Humanists,” or “The Gays.”


From a functional perspective, the Religious Right movement was not yet a politically capable movement.  There was merely a vague sense of uneasiness, or status discontent, with no structured strategy for the attainment of specific, concrete goals.  Movement leadership, acquisition of resources and political activity at this point were at the lowest level of development.  

The End of the “Old” Right and the Advent of the “New” Right 


The indeterminate results of the 1964 data, with respect to the measurement of motivational aspects of this SM, can be identified as the very essence of the resource mobilization model.  The resource mobilization framework points to the role of resources in the formation of a SMO, i.e., a SM with clearly defined political and social objectives for change.  Though conservative American Protestants were discontent, their sentiments remained inactive.  


Through the 1970’s, 1980’s and 1990’s the Religious Right movement demonstrates a progressive development as a political organization.  The early New Right effectively combined resources, such as media exposure, money, and the timely occurrence of “national trigger issues,” with the growing Christian status/lifestyle discontent to form a SMO through which the leadership clearly defined the source of threat, set precise objectives, and provided Christians with a plan of strategy to achieve those objectives.


Thus, the Old Right can be understood as a loose network of organizations, and an even more fragmented base of popular support.  The status politics model most accurately represents features of the Religious Right during this period, i.e., the official members (those individuals in the 1964 survey who identified openly with the Christian Crusade Movement) and the unofficial members (those individuals who merely tended toward extreme conservative groups) hint at an overall dissatisfaction with lifestyle trends.  

Chapter Three:  The Emergence of the “New” Religious Right as a Social Movement Organization


This chapter focuses on the interactive nature of the status politics and resource mobilization theories as applied to the progressive development of the Religious Right as a Social Movement Organization (SMO) in the United States.  The evolution of the movement from “old” to “new” encompasses changes in tactical strategy, namely its rhetorical use of tolerance to win voter support, its use of mass media communications as a publicity tool and its marked political activism on both national and local levels.


During its transition from SM to SMO, the strategy and rhetoric of the Religious Right movement has changed, becoming remarkably secular, moderate, and politically oriented in its approach to long-term social change.  The New Religious Right (NRR), represented by the Christian Coalition, utilizes political and organizational resources to mobilize a public expression of its lifestyle discontent.  This phenomenon -- the mobilization of lifestyle discontent -- requires an analysis of both the role of discontent in the process of motivation and the role of strategic mobilization of that discontent.  This phenomenon also encompasses aspects of organizational structure.  In sum, for a social movement model to be comprehensive, it must incorporate status politics and resource mobilization theory in order to account for both collective behavior (motivation) and organizational aspects (mobilization technique).

Analytic Framework

Resource Mobilization Model


As noted earlier, the resource mobilization theory (Freeman 1983; McCarthy and Zald 1977; Tilly 1973) has been an important theoretical explanation of social and political movements.  Unlike the status politics model, which seeks to explain the role of collective belief in social movements, resource mobilization theory de-emphasizes the role of collective belief, i.e., individual and group social-psychological variables in explaining the development of social movements.  


Essentially, the resource mobilization perspective rejects the idea that grievances and discontent are natural and spontaneous responses to the perception of cultural change as a threat to a particular belief system.  Rather, political mobilization is viewed as the cause and the discontent experienced as the effect of that mobilization.  According to the resource mobilization model, social movements may not be based upon collective grievances (status concerns) at all.  Rather, as McCarthy and Zald (1977, 1215) elaborate: “grievances and discontent may be defined, created, and manipulated by issue entrepreneurs, and organizations.”  


McCarthy and Zald (1977, 1215) cite a case where senior citizens were mobilized to lobby for Medicare only after legislation was brought before Congress and the American Medical Association had claimed that senior citizens had not been complaining about Medicare polices.  In other words, the Medicare movement did not develop from a collectively shared grievance with Medicare policies; instead, it developed only when rational actors in the political system mobilized the requisite resources.  


According to the resource mobilization view, administration of and participation in social movements are determined by objective variables, such as the availability of organizational, support-base related, monetary, and similar resources.  These variables are addressed from the perspective of the “rational actor” phenomenon.  That is, the rational actor (individual or group) employs strategic reasoning to conduct collective action efforts.  This understanding is distinct from the collective behavior perspectives, such as status politics model, whereby the crowd or “masses” are the chief unit of analysis for collective action (Cohen 1985, 675).  Also, collective action, from the collective behavior perspectives, such as the status politics model, is merely an expression of resistance to some societal strain, rather than an intended and structured effort on the part of some societal group.


An important element in the resource mobilization schema is the strategic role of organizational leadership: its method of securing resources and transforming those resources into means to support the determined goals of the movement.  Effective movement leaders must be charismatic -- the ability to influence public perceptions so that they are consistent with the directives of the movement.  A charismatic leader must also be resourceful.  Charisma makes him or her likable, but his or her financial and political skills make the movement successful.


With respect to the NRR, both the collective behavior and the rational actor components are observable, that is, while the masses is a chief unit of analysis so are the organizational resource-related elements.  Thus, as this chapter will show, collective behavior and collective action do in fact interact with one another, in that collective behavior is “rational” if it is provided with legitimate and structured resources, i.e., money, political support, a socially affluent membership base, and charismatic leadership.  


Charismatic leadership is an especially important element because it develops a collective group consciousness.  Through the creation and use of symbols (provided by the symbolic politics model) the charismatic leader identifies and defines the source of discontent for the constituent base.  Through use of symbols such as biblical references and allusions to millennial themes, leaders are able to frame political issues in such a way that they become comprehensible symbols of the movement goals.  That is, by symbolically connecting political issues with familiar references, leaders are able to politicize groups not otherwise politically active.


“Rational” implies structure, design, and political negotiation, whereas “irrational” is usually associated with the “masses,” anarchical, revolutionary, anti-establishment behavior.  The rational actor group, is defined by Tilly (1973) as including the main actors in the collective social, cultural, and political conflicts who possess, represent, and pursue collective interests through rational means.  Thus, Tilly identifies the group in terms of two elements:  (1)  the action that it performs cooperatively, e.g., voting behavior and legislative lobbying and; (2)  the collective interests that motivate action, e.g., the underlying social, structural, and cultural strains that “set the arena” for discontent on the part of some group.  As this thesis asserts, the two basic elements of this definition of the group as “rational actor” combine the theoretical perspectives of both the resource mobilization and the status politics models. 


McCarthy and Zald (1977) provide a more detailed support for the interactive dynamics underpinning Tilly’s (1973) definition of the “rational” group.  For example, the coordinating components of resource mobilization are:  target goals (movement goals), adherents, constituents, potential beneficiaries, conscience adherents, and conscience constituents. 

Each SMO has a set of target goals, i.e., a set of preferred social, political, or cultural changes toward which it is working.  The amount of activity directed at the attainment of any or all goals is contingent upon the resources possessed by that SMO, such as money, access to and use of media exposure, facilities, and leadership (McCarthy and Zald 1977). 


Brady, Verba, and Schlozman (1995) maintain that analysis of any political movement must incorporate the communications and organizational capacities that are fundamental to political activity directed at achieving these target goals: time, money, and civic skills.  The acquisition, development, and distribution of these resources is a decisive factor in the consideration and prediction of the overall success of a politically oriented SMO, such as the NRR.


In evaluating the success, or at least the impact of the New Right, the demographic profile of the NRR movement membership reinforces the assertion that time, money, and civic skills are more attainable for this movement than its contemporary counterparts.  That is,  the most noteworthy religious demographic characteristic of the movement is its consistently Southern, white, upper-middle class, college educated constituency (Wilcox 1992). Presumably, New Right members have more money, time, and civic skills than participants in other movements which seek social and political policy change.  This demographic profile juxtaposed with the New Right trademark sophisticated grassroots mobilization can be explained by the political role of congregational churches (an added resource) and religious political interest organizations, such as the Moral Majority, and the Christian Coalition...: “these affiliations [congregational churches and religio-political interest groups] serve as training grounds for civic skills” (Brady, Verba and Schlozman 1995).


Thus,  a key resource in the formation of a SMO is the membership itself.  Brady, Verba, and Schlozman (1995, 274) classify this important resource into two distinct membership groups:  adherents and constituents.  Adherents are those individuals and organizations that are cognitive supporters of the goals or ideological basis of the SMO.  The constituents are the individuals and organizations that actually cultivate and utilize civic skills to produce auxiliary material resources, such as money, political clout in the form of voter education/orientation, and publicity.  The immediate goal of the SMO, then, is to convert adherents into constituents.  


Another element of Tilly’s definition of the “rational” group is the role of collective interest in mobilizing action.  Resource mobilization theory maintains that the acquisition of potential adherents and the maintenance of immediate constituents is determined by whether they will benefit directly from the attainment of SMO goals.  Those who would benefit directly from SMO goal accomplishment are potential beneficiaries.  The actual SMO task of mobilizing resources involves focusing upon those adherents who are, “potential beneficiaries and/or attempt to convert bystander publics (constituents) who are potential beneficiaries into adherents” (McCarthy and Zald 1977, 1222).  The SMO may also expand the comprehensiveness of its goals, and thus ideology, to appeal to a more diffuse potential beneficiary group.  For example, the rhetoric of the NRR movement demonstrates that it has expanded its platform to entice all conservatives, i.e., anyone who shares its socio-moral principles with regard to political interests (single-issues and other legislative agendas).  Correspondingly, this characteristic of the NRR also reflects the marked political maturation of the movement over the past decade, i.e., the strategic reasoning that organizational/interest group strength is legitimized by voter as well as adherents and constituent numbers. 


Finally, a SMO may attempt to mobilize as adherents those who are not potential beneficiaries, particularly within the broader society.  Conscience adherents are individuals and groups who share a collective interest, but whose adherence to the SMO would not guarantee primary benefits from SMO goal accomplishment.  Conscience constituents are direct supporters of a SMO who do not stand to benefit directly from SMO goal accomplishment and thus may not actively participate in the social or political lobbying activities of the SMO.  Nevertheless, these constituents may function as indirect and more subtle resources.  For example, conscience constituents may strengthen the morale of the actual SMO membership at the informal social or even congregational (informal church) level.  These human resources provide reinforcement and “backing” by contributing their “spoken” support to the public awareness across various local institutions such as the school, family, community, and church.   


Though resource mobilization theory effectively provides a framework with which to analyze the structure and arrangement of SMO organization and activity, it does not explain when and why a group collective interest, or shared characteristic,  is relevant to the formation of a social movement organization.  Hence, with respect to social movements, the status politics model fails to recognize the role of the identifiable rational actor, and the resource mobilization model fails to recognize the role of the collective conscience of the group as it interacts within the broader social, political, and cultural context.  


The case of the New Religious Right movement demonstrates the need to integrate the two models.  The status politics model successfully explains when and why a collective interest induces the formation of a social movement.  Correspondingly, the resource mobilization model successfully explains the how and why of collective action employed to further the collective interest.  Only by integrating the two models can the NRR be adequately explained.

The New Religious Right in the 1970’s and 1980’s

The Rise of the New Religious Right (NRR)


There is a consensus that 1976 was the “takeoff year,” or “political birth” of the previously politics-shy Old Right SM (Jorstad 1981, 83; Wuthnow 1983, 168).  As discussed in Chapter Two, the anti-Communist, anti-Catholic, anti-social welfare Religious Right movement of the 1950’s touched upon political themes, but its thrust was educational rather than political.  In contrast, since the 1970’s the New Religious Right (NRR) is active as a social, religious, and political movement and continues to evolve in terms of its political strategy.  


This transformation, from Social Movement (SM) to Social Movement Organization (SMO), was somewhat sudden and unexpected.  Wald, for example, states:  “Of all the shifts and surprises in contemporary political life, perhaps none was so wholly unexpected as the political resurgence of fundamentalist Protestantism in the 1970’s” (Wald 1987, 182).


The rise of such Protestant groups apparently peaked between the late 1970’s and the early 1980’s.  A 1979 Gallup Poll revealed that as many as one in three sampled adults professed a religious conversion, that approximately half maintained that the Bible is inerrant, and that more than 80 percent thought Jesus Christ was Divine (Lienesch 1982, 404).  More apparent religiosity of course alone does not itself verify the existence of the “Religious Right;” but the findings in this poll do coincide with the appearance of the “electric church,” i.e., the upsurge of televangelism and the appearance of a few widely supported religio-political organizations, such as the Moral Majority and Religious Roundtable.  


Evidence of increased political activism is extensive: mass mailings conducted by major “Christian” organizations, national fundraising efforts for political caucuses, voter registration drives, and media reports.  An impressive accumulation of evidence for this political birth is evident in a comparison of survey data, which documents sharp distinctions in evangelical political attitudes during two periods, pre 1970 and post 1970.


Voter registration, in particular, provides an important support of the political mobilization of the NRR during the 1980’s.  The estimated number of registrants varies widely.  Jerry Falwell asserts that the Moral Majority alone was responsible for the registration of approximately 2 million voters in 1980 (Moen 1992, 7).  Wald (1987, 190) concludes from an analysis of journalistic sources, including the Associated Press, that the number of registered voters lies somewhere between 200,000 and 3,000,000 as of 1984. 


Studies before 1970 fail to provide the quality and representativeness of later studies, yet are consistent with regard to the general evangelical disposition toward political affairs.  Generally, evangelicals viewed political processes as beyond the realm of religious concern, and accordingly were less likely to be politically active.  A 1971 study of Protestants in Indiana, for example, suggests that any form of political activism, including writing letters to congressional figures and joining community groups, was less common among evangelicals than other religious groups (Davidson 1988).  Similarly, a 1972 study done in New York state reports that persons scoring high on an index of traditional Protestant religious orthodoxy were more likely to agree with the statement “churches should stick to religion and not concern themselves with social, economic, and political questions” than were low scorers (Broughton 1978).  Conversely, it can be inferred that low scorers, or less self-identified traditional evangelicals were more likely to participate in American political processes than religiously conservative Protestants.  


Hendricks (1977, in Wilcox 1992) cites similar patterns among California evangelicals, and also among the clergy.  For example, survey data from the 1972 presidential election, indicates that members of fundamentalist, traditional denominations were less likely than members of less traditional, mainline denominations to have voted, expressed interest in, or even valued the importance of political participation.  Results for the clergy yield similar results, i.e., a study of more than 1500 Protestant clergy in California in 1968, demonstrates that traditional orthodox beliefs were negatively associated with having delivered a sermon on a controversial political or social issue, having organized some politically-connected community event for the church, and having taken a public stance on a controversial issue.


The earlier evangelical tendency to withdraw from political processes is reasonable, given the historical origins of the movement, specifically the Nineteenth century fundamentalist doctrine of preservation of strict orthodoxy in the light of modernizing trends in American government.  However, survey data after 1970 indicates a progressive change in evangelical attitudes and actions with regard to cultural, social, and political issues.


Accordingly, studies since the 1970’s confirm a progressively higher level of political involvement on the part of evangelicals.  A 1976 Gallup poll showed that evangelicals were more politically involved, i.e., planning to or registered to vote, and involved in national and local community action events connected directly to controversial political issues, than persons of other religious backgrounds (Wuthnow 1983).


In a November 1978 Gallup poll, 31 percent of evangelical Protestants surveyed expressed the view that it was very important “for religious organizations to make public statements about what they feel to be the will of God in political-economic matters,” compared with only 17 percent of non-evangelical Protestants.  Evangelicals were also more likely than non-evangelicals (62 percent as compared to 40 percent) to agree with the statement, “religious organizations should try to persuade Senators and Representatives to enact legislation they would like to see become law.”  Importantly, these findings remained after factors such as region, age, income, and education were held constant (Hunter 1981). 


A survey conducted by ABC-Harris in 1980 further substantiates earlier findings --  white evangelicals as compared to white non-evangelicals, by a margin of 74% to 53%, agree that “it is fitting and proper for religious groups to support candidates and be active politically to restore morality to public life.”  The same study also shows that evangelicals of the 1980’s were less supportive of those who advocated a strict separation of church and state (Wuthnow 1983). 


Findings are similar for Protestant clergy.  Koller and Retzer (1980) report that in North Carolina, evangelical clergy, unlike their earlier counterparts, preached sermons on a wide variety of social and political single issues, including sex and violence on television, drug abuse, pornography, and the conduct of public officials, more often than more liberal clergy.  Moreover, this practice was not deemed inappropriate, as it was in the previous decade, by the clergy or the church members.

The Old Right and the New Right: Major Distinctions and Theoretical Implications


The New Religious Right (NRR) differs considerably from the older Right.  The most significant differences are reflected in the NRR’s tendencies toward:  (1) the establishment of a cooperative national and local organizational structure, (2) the substantial and high-profile involvement of the movement in national and local political processes, and (3) the development of a set of movement objectives, ideological cornerstones and a strategy to realize those objectives.


Unlike the Old Right, the New Right is more accurately characterized as a Social Movement Organization (SMO), where the degree of organizational and political efficacy is refined, sophisticated, and matured.  The New Right consists of more clearly defined levels: (1) the core leadership and its corresponding organizations; (2) the diverse single-issue groups, that work under or cooperatively with the central organizations; and (3) the constituency that the national and local activist groups seek to mobilize (Himmelstein 1983, 13).  


As a SM, the Old Right lacked the organizational, political, and ideological elements to form and endorse a broad based movement.  The New Right (from the 1970’s through the present) progressively becomes “newer.”  It has expanded to sustain several large, national organizations, well-known national and local leadership, an expansive network of television evangelists, and even the grass-roots support and resources to endorse a presidential nominee.  That is, as it develops as a SMO, it becomes more influential as an organization in American politics.


Unlike the NRR, the political efficacy of the Old Right consisted mainly of social and cultural unrest expressed through the ungainly political efforts of leaders such as Hargis and McIntire.  Organizational structure was loose and hindered by religious and ideological cleavages between orthodox and liberal Protestants.  The absence of a unified movement ideology, as well as disordered organizational solidity is reflected in the lack of discernible and consistent constituent makeup.  The Old Right constituency is also characterized by a narrow and parochial makeup (white, southern, politically conservative, college educated churchgoers) indicating the absence of a broad base of popular appeal of the movement to Americans.  


The New Right leadership consolidated its fragmented supporters and potential patrons by articulating a definable purpose to guide the movement.  Himmelstein (1983) identifies the New Right ideology as a conjunction of three sets of themes:  Economic Libertarianism, Social Traditionalism and, Militant Anti-Communism.  These themes are not necessarily historically concurrent or theoretically coherent.  But, the New Right identifies with these themes, and any single issues that relate to such themes.


Economic Libertarianism is an ideological theme that serves to define contemporary economic problems in the United States, such as inflation, high taxes, unemployment, and lagging productivity.  The existence of these problems is perceived by the Religious Right as the result of “liberal” economic policies, such as government spending on social programs and government intervention in business.  The notions of freedom and individualism, in the market context, are perceived as the remedy to economic problems.  


Social Traditionalism is perhaps pivotal in the New Right thematic rhetoric, and is generally concerned with the breakdown of family, community, religion, and traditional morality in American life.  Single issues associated with this theme are abortion, sexual permissiveness, drugs, prohibitions on school prayer and, the secular curriculum in the public schools.  Like the economic problems under the Economic Libertarianism, the New Right associates these problems with the liberal policies of the federal government.  Specifically, they assert that the liberal establishment in Washington has undermined family, religion, and morality through actions such as the Internal Revenue Service crack down on Christian private schools’ tax-exempt status, support for the freedom and availability of abortion, lenient drug laws, and opposition to prayer in public schools.


The final component of the New Right ideology is Militant Anti-Communism.  Though important in the 1950’s and 1960’s, it’s significance had since withered.  However, Nationalism remains an important theme.  From the Christian-American point of view, America is as a “city upon a hill,” i.e., divinely ordained for a special purpose, and to be as an example for all other nations.  The threat of Communism, which espouses quite a different set of basic tenets than does orthodox Christianity, essentially challenged the social, cultural, religious, and nationalist consciousness of Christians.


Once again, blame for the spread of Communism is perceived by the New Right as with the liberal interests in government.  The Liberals obstruct the battle against Communism by blocking increased defense spending and by advancing “foreign policies of appeasement, retreat and accommodation” rather than policies of confrontation (Viguerie 1980, 5).

    
Two sets of interrelated phenomena created the context for the emergence of the New Religious Right movement: 1) the role of external social, political, and cultural events, including controversial legislative matters such as abortion, gay rights and, public school policy, and 2) the internal organizational dynamics, including the role of leadership and the utilization of monetary and other resources.  The former phenomena is examined from the perspective of the status politics model (politics of lifestyle-symbolic politics), and the latter from the perspective of the resource mobilization model.

The New Religious Right as a Social Movement Organization in Contemporary American Politics


The evolution of the Religious Right from a social movement motivation to a mobilization necessitates a theoretical re-interpretation that addresses the various relationships that exist:  the contemporary NRR cannot be understood without considering both theoretical models.


As previously discussed, the unmodified status politics and resource mobilization models have limitations.  On the one hand, resource mobilization theory is narrowly focused in that its purest version virtually precludes the consideration of the motivational effects of the social and cultural context.  Some of the more rigid resource mobilization theorists even maintain that motivational factors, i.e., the mass movement grievance or basis of status/lifestyle discontent, is created by resourceful leadership, rather than reacted to by a social, religious, or political group (McCarthy and Zald 1977, 1215).    


On the other hand, status politics remedies the narrow scope of this argument by introducing contextual elements of analysis, such as political and cultural change -- trends that occur outside of the sphere of influence of issue-entrepreneurs, that movement leaders may create “symbolic” overtones that subliminally dominate political issues (Moen 1989, 33; Heinz 1983, 140).  Unlike the resource mobilization perspective however, the central guiding thesis of symbolic politics asserts that issue-manipulation is in fact a reaction, or more precisely the seizing of lucrative opportunity.


Should these two models be successfully integrated, three purposes would be served: (1) actuality of a comprehensive framework for observing the interaction of distinct elements of analysis derived from the status politics, symbolic politics, and resource mobilization models within the SMO world; (2) demonstration of an historical evolution in effective resource mobilization technique and strategy; and (3) justification of further research in the area of SMO and SMO theory.


Thus, this thesis suggests that while a significant element in the formation of a SMO is contextual; the administration and maintenance of the movement organization is largely a function of the SMO administration. Status politics governs the social structural impetus for SMO formation, whereas resource mobilization tenets guide the principles of symbolic manipulation of issues and motifs, the utilization of material and other resources, and the general dialogue between SMO and social and political society.

Social and Cultural Context


The NRR is a movement that interacts in a broader social and cultural context on various levels.  These levels are designated by their relationship with the NRR’s long and short term goals.  The long-term goals, i.e., social reform/change, of the movement comprise the core resolution of pre-existing status and lifestyle discontent., whereas the short-term goals, i.e., securing of a body of members and other resources, comprise the techniques essential for the resource acquisition and mobilization process necessary to achieve the long term goals.


As discussed, a Social Movement (SM) is a set of opinions and beliefs in a population which represents preferences for changing some elements of the social structure and/or reward distribution of a society (McCarthy and Zald 1977, 1218).  According to this interpretation, long term SM and SMO goals are then fundamentally political, and the implementation of those ends can only occur through the means of the political arena.  SMOs transform resources into political action by using money, political support, and membership numbers to shape the outcome of public policy through local and national elections.  In this way, the modern NRR reflects the classic pluralist interest group tendencies.


The NRR is both a Social Movement Organization and a classic pluralist interest group.  That is, the NRR can be characterized as a group of individuals that “seeks to exert pressure on national and state legislatures in order to attain legislative goals” (Berkeley, Rouse, and Begovich 1988, 52).  However, in order to exert lobbying pressure on governmental bodies, the SMO must establish, take advantage of and effectuate four important components: (1) Status/lifestyle discontent: there must be some discontent within society to mobilize, and equally important, there must be specific issues that cause discontent for enough people to create a significant public disposition; (2) Objectives:  the movement must have intended goals -- this guides the movement, gives it direction and defines its purpose to the public; (3) Leadership:  the movement must have a movement administrator to clearly define the objectives, direct activities and manage funds; (4) Strategy:  the strategy must be suited to negotiate the obstacle laying between or that guards the means of attaining the NRR’s long term goals -- the political arena.  


The resource mobilization activities occur within the social and cultural context, and thus are shaped and determined by themes within the context.  The next section discusses how modernization may lead to status/lifestyle discontent and how the notion of civil religion defines the basis for that discontent in American society.

Status/Lifestyle Discontent and Civil Religion


The social and cultural context that has shaped the NRR is historically connected with religious fundamentalism and cultural conservatism in the United States (Lipset and Raab 1981, 26).  Accordingly, religious identity and cultural tradition has forged a way of life.  If the status and security of that way of life appears threatened, adherents will attempt to protect its religious and moral content.  Political affairs then becomes the means through which the “threatening” events are countered.  As Lipset and Raab (1981, 26) explain: “Political figures who seem indifferent or hostile to these values will be seen as messengers of wickedness, while those politicians who appeal to them are likely to be invested with an aura of moral goodness.”


Recalling from Chapter One, McLoughlin asserts that social movements such as the Religious Right occur when their adherents believe that society has deviated so far from their moral and religious understandings that they cannot honestly or consistently sustain their lifestyle in accordance with their values (McLoughlin 1978, 12).  According to this model, in the very last stages of the development of the SM, there is a projection of responsibility for the decline of the lifestyle in question upon the existing political order; and an attempt is made to “restructure” those political institutions that are perceived as contributing to the decline.


As noted, from the 1920’s onward, modernism meant “the waning of Church influence, the breaking down of parental control, the discarding of the old-fashioned moral code” (Lipset and Raab 1981, 26).  Modernism also implied rapid urbanization and industrialization, entailing increased foreign migration of individuals holding different beliefs and who eventually would demand political and economic power.  The fundamentalist Protestants, because they were by region, history, and education the cultural and religious group most rooted in the American past, would be the most vulnerable to those changes.


The fundamentalist Protestant notion that the founding of the United States had been tied inextricably to religion also contributes to the concept of civil religion.  As noted, the American colonies were predominantly Protestant and it is not surprising therefore that the American civil religion has strong Christian undertones.  Thus, any social movement that appeals to a “traditional” morality, such as the Moral Majority and the Christian Coalition, strike a resonant cord among Americans nurtured by a Puritan consciousness, and other themes (Economic Libertarianism, Social Traditionalism, and Militant Anti-Communism) discussed earlier.   


Turning to particulars, the Moral Majority, as well as other Christian SMOs, zero in on issues with a “moral” theme.  For example, the 1962 Supreme Court decision outlawing prayer in public schools is perceived as the first threat to tradition (Wilcox 1994).  Other challenges to American tradition include the introduction of the Equal Rights Amendment, the Supreme Court decision legalizing abortion, the “pornography explosion,” the Federal Communication Commission’s application of the “Fairness Doctrine” to offensive remarks about homosexuals, and government attempts to interfere with the tax-exempt status of Church-run schools.  These issues helped to clarify the Moral Majority’s proposed mission to return to an earlier, better time in history.

The Family


Throughout its history, the RR has singled out the family as a powerful symbol to buttress its positions on other issues. At times, the NRR even refers to itself as the “Pro-Family Movement,” thereby stressing its principal commitment to the protection of traditional family values.


Thus, the contemporary NRR can be viewed as a counter movement, responding to social and cultural trends that are perceived as contributing to the decline of the historic Protestant lifestyle.  And as the NRR became more political, the “moral” issues they pursued become more and more a matter of public and political concern.  For example, abortion was soon put on the legislative agenda as was pornography, homosexuality, feminism -- all of which when cast into the political arena roused the opposition of those groups who also opposed the RR.  Accordingly, these issues have been labeled “trigger issues,” to indicate that they “triggered” the interest of the groups which they most culturally and morally offend or threaten the lifestyle of.


Certainly, devotion to the family was the core value in evangelical writing in the 1960’s and early 1970’s.  Marriage and family were esteemed as “God’s super-structures” (Fowler 1982, 192).  This theme of family sacredness was affirmed throughout evangelical popular literature, e.g., in works by Anita Bryant and Beverly LaHaye, with little mention of politics.  In more contemporary times, however, the RR not only echoes these themes for status and lifestyle concerns, but actively seeks to reverse threatening trends occurring in the broad lifestyle context through a unique admixture of political and religious strategies.

From the Moral Majority to the Christian Coalition:  A Model Integrated Approach


The Religious Right movement in the United States has become identified with the “Moral Majority” and “Christian Coalition” organizations.  These organizations have been enormously successful, measured in terms of resource acquisition (e.g., money and membership), political effectiveness, and level of publicity, and have served as the avant-garde for the articulation and public definition of RR status and lifestyle concerns, as well as the paragons for resource mobilization skill and technique.  


The evolution of the NRR from the Moral Majority to the Christian Coalition is an excellent model for the study of the development of SMOs.  An analysis of the role of these organizations in the evolution of the NRR, from the integrated approach supported in this thesis, demonstrates how the NRR utilizes classic political resources while interpreting and guiding the contemporary status/lifestyle concern for American conservatives.


The Moral Majority claimed seven million members at its peak in late 1983 (Snowball 1991, 9).  The organization’s headquarters were located at Lynchburg, Virginia and Washington, D.C.  Other independent affiliates were active, including fifty independent state chapters.  Despite conflicting accounts, Snowball (1991, 10) maintains that there was always a core of three groups: (1) the Moral Majority, Inc., the parent body; and source of direct mailings (2) the Moral Majority Foundation, a tax-exempt arm that published the Moral Majority Reports and conducted voter education and registration drives; (3) the Moral Majority Legal Defense Fund, also tax-exempt, which supported politically conservative candidates.  


Jerry Falwell explains what the Moral Majority is in a pamphlet, entitled “What is the Moral Majority” (1980):

Moral Majority, Inc. is made up of millions of Americans, including 72,000 ministers, priests, and rabbis, who are deeply concerned about the moral decline of our nation, and who are sick and tired of the way many amoral and secular humanists and other liberals are destroying the traditional family and the moral values on which our nation was built.  We are Americans from all walks of life united by one central concern - to serve as a special interest group providing a voice for a return to moral sanity in these United States of America.


The Christian Coalition was estimated to have at least 350,000 members and more than 600 chapters nationwide in 1993 (Saberi 1993, 781).  By 1995, the Coalition reportedly had 1.4 million members (U.S. News and World Report 1995, 31).  The Coalition’s network also includes profit and non-profit enterprises, such as the Christian Broadcasting Network which profited $135 million in 1987, and the American Center for Law and Justice, a non-profit Christian civil rights group (U.S. News and World Report 1995, 31).


Similarly, the goals and purposes of the Christian Coalition are summarized in a direct mail letter from Pat Robertson (1994):

Our “Reclaim America” campaign is about...how to turn our country back from its headlong plunge into moral anarchy.  But only if you and I work together to get Christian Americans involved in the government of our nation.  You see, I started Christian Coalition in 1989 because I saw a need for an organization that could speak out against anti-Christian bigotry and give Christians a voice in our government.  I saw that many of the interest groups on the left (including the homosexuals, the feminists, and the Big Labor Unions) all have powerful organizations advancing their point of view in government.  So, I thought, Christians need an organization that can take a stand for our values and beliefs in the halls of government...(Robertson 1995).


Essentially, there are two major strategic distinctions between the Moral Majority and the Christian Coalition -- Rhetoric and Political Strategy. As a SMO, compared with the Moral Majority, the Christian Coalition is more secular, moderate, tolerant and community oriented.  Specifically, the Christian Coalition employs a rhetoric that has broad-based social and political appeal.  This is in contrast to the less tolerant, more isolated, and nationally focused Moral Majority.  With respect to political platform, Pat Robertson’s Christian Coalition focuses on community politics, rather than national politics, and has met with considerably more electoral success than Jerry Falwell’s Moral Majority.   


Using Falwell and Robertson statements as generalizations, both movements echo the notion of “moral decline” as the impetus for the movement and acknowledge the importance of forming a Christian organization and acquiring constituents.  Moral decline, i.e., the existing social and cultural discontent, is a necessary condition for the existence of the movement.  Without such conditions, social movements do not thrive.  Similarly, without a significant patronage, movements are not popular enough to effect social and political change.


The fact that motivation (status/lifestyle concern) and mobilization strategy (resources, patronage) are both essential establishes the theoretical parameters of this thesis.  The presence of status and lifestyle concern is only half of the ingredients essential toward successful organization; the other half is resource acquisition and mobilization -- and securing membership is perhaps the crucial component of a SMO strategy.  


Both passages allude to the importance of securing membership “from all walks of life”, and that to do so requires a moderate rhetoric.  Though the Moral Majority professed heterogeneity among conservative Americans, the actual adherent constituency consisted of white evangelicals, sharing a variety of social and demographic characteristics, such as educational background, religious habits, regional habitat, and occupation (See Table 1.) (Wilcox 1992, 41).  


From the Moral Majority’s perspective, protecting traditional morality meant Christians forming a “special interest group” to participate in national elections.  Through national elections, the Moral Majority had hoped to change the face of Congress, making it more representative of Christian values.  Through Congress, Christians dissatisfied with the social and cultural state of their lifestyle could shape public policy in their favor under the guidance of their affiliate SM.


Though Robertson’s “Christian Coalition” has a more exclusive title, its adopted strategy for securing a support base/constituents and political alliances is actually more comprehensive.  Politically, the Christian Coalition differs from the Moral Majority in that it concentrates on local politics, rather than national politics, and in so doing has also employed a more moderate rhetoric and has become a notably more broad-based grass-roots movement.


Both Moral Majority and Christian Coalition voice the same rhetorical threat:  the moral decline of American social, religious, and cultural life.  Falwell identified with the designation of Moral Majority as “a special interest group” with a divinely ordained purpose (Snowball 1991, 15); the interest being the “defense” against those individuals and groups that pose a threat to the historic foundations of the nation.  Similarly, Robertson talks about “moral anarchy,” citing feminist groups, homosexuals, and big labor unions as the epitome of this notion of threat.  Not surprisingly, the Moral Majority and the Christian Coalition support the same perspective on many of the same or related issues, e.g., abortion, feminism, homosexuality, school prayer, and pornography, but differ in their approach to resolving these issues politically.

Rhetoric:  Symbolic Politics


Symbols are crucial to the understanding of a movement’s ideology.  “Symbols are signs which humans generate and discover as they create meaning and interpret the world.” (Heinz 1983, 143)  A charismatic movement leader evokes a deep response from the public by appealing to the symbolic dimensions of consciousness in such a way that the leader gains prominence and influence among the public.  A movement forms and mobilizes for collective action around these symbolic dimensions which “promises revitalization, new direction, or legitimization for a particular way of life in a time of bewilderment and loss.”  (Heinz 1983, 144) 


Symbolism is vital to the development of a collective group consciousness.  As Voegelin (1987) explains:

The self-illumination of society through symbols is an integral part of social reality, and one may even say that it is an essential part, for through such symbolization the members of society experience it as more than an accident a convenience; they experience it as of their human existence (Voegelin 1987, 27)


Although lifestyle concern or group discontent is spontaneous and self-creating, group consciousness is not.  Rather, group consciousness is dependent upon charismatic leadership, such as Pat Robertson who uses symbolic representations to articulate lifestyle concern and mold it into concrete political action.  Wilcox (1992, 37) identifies these group-related attitudes as an identification with the group, a belief that the group is disadvantaged, a belief that there is an identifiable source of blame for the declining status of the group, and support for collective action to redress the disadvantage.


The family has become the pivotal symbol for the NRR.  It is a salient issue, in part, because of its intelligible, small scale reflection of large scale dislocation following industrialization and modernization.  As Heinz (1983, 143) explains:

The New Christian Right finds in the family a means to recover a lost meaning as well as a lost past.  It has become a primary symbol of the worldview, and the story they offer as a counter-mythology.  The family is both a symbol for that mythology, and its primary and necessary socializer.  Forces in government, the media, and education are seen as the fundamental unit of society, arguing for alternatives.


The NRR also heavily utilizes the symbolism of a “subverted relationship” between God and Man.  “Decline” not only refers to mankind’s loss of moral sense, but man’s moral sense has declined in the modern world as a result of the loss of faith in God, i.e., the ongoing process of secularization first evident in the late Nineteenth century controversy over evolution.  Thus, the RR emphasis on orthodox Christianity, and its call for “traditional values” reflects a subliminal articulation of the problem of religion in modern life.  As Heinz (1983, 144) suggests, the NRR “found a particular kind of Christianity available as an antidote to alienation and decay in the social system . . .offered in the midst of despair, crisis, or loss.”


McLoughlin (1978, 14) affirms that the allusion to “decline” combined with the allusion to “tradition” reflects an expression of dismay with modernization and secularization, particularly its impact on culture and religion.  These symbols can be understood as:

...a nativist or traditionalist movement within the culture, that is, an attempt to argue that the danger comes from the failure of the populace to adhere more strictly to old beliefs, values, and behavior patterns...The solution of the nativists is a call for return to the “old-time religion,” “the ways of our fathers,” and “respect for the flag,” or “other symbols of the old order.”


The value of political symbolism for building the NRR is hard to overstate.  Symbols are used strategically to articulate indistinct themes, but others see other motivations.  As Moen (1989, 36) speculates, the NRR may use symbols in an even more enigmatic formula: 

Above all else, symbols are designed to simplify complex phenomena.  The lower-class, less educated fundamentalists were a prime constituency for such simplification.  Christian Right leaders happily distilled and simplified complex matters for their followers, informing them that the problem was “secular humanists” who had “kicked God out of the schools” and “denied the rights of the unborn” -- the answer to which was a “Moral Majority” and a “Christian Voice” in political affairs.

This view asserts that symbols are used by the movement to manipulate the masses, rather than as an experience “part of human existence” as Voegelin (1987) maintains.  This theoretical discrepancy is best addressed from the perspective that symbols are a natural part of human existence, but can also be used to manipulate.  Indeed, the intrinsic value of human interpretation of symbols make the use of them a useful tool for appealing to potential constituents.

Use of the Mass Media


An exceptionally important element when considering the use of symbolic politics is the communication medium.  The last two decades have seen a remarkable revolution, marked by the advent of television, radio, direct mail and “network”
 building .  The NRR has made extensive use of these instruments for the transmission of ideas and opinions, directly and through symbols.  


Through the communication of appealing symbols, such as millennial allusions, allusions to salvation and biblical citations, the movement is able to accomplish a vital short-term goal -- the acquisition of new constituents, who in turn, provide the essential organizational resources to make it an effective SMO.  The more constituents the SMO can entice through its rhetoric and secure as members, the larger its lobbying power, electoral support, financial support, and civic time.


During the NRR’s existence since the 1980’s, the mass media have become an increasingly powerful resource and the NRR has used it to put forth charismatic leaders who could generate mass mobilization for symbolic representation, i.e., the NRR constructed networks tailored to their purposes. This networking and “evangelizing” through the media consists of three categories of channels:  television, radio, and print.

Television


The NRR major message since the 1980’s has been the impending danger of American moral decline.  Accordingly, religious television seeks not only to highlight moral issues, but also to promote family issues.  Wuthnow (1987) interprets this televised symbolic and direct transmission of ideas and opinions as an umbrella under which geographically dispersed individuals sharing a notion of status discontent can crystallize that dissatisfaction into membership mobilization within a goal-oriented organization.  This analysis strongly parallels the central supposition of this thesis -- that an actual union of collective behavior and rational actor perspectives is occurring.  


Not only is television a mode of symbolic interaction for mass proselytizing of status and lifestyle concerns and membership conversion, but it also is a powerful medium for fund-raising and investment opportunity.  But initial RR attempts in the 1980’s had failed, attracting the attention of critics.  For example, Oral Roberts of Tulsa made a television fund-raising appeal to his viewers in the spring of 1987, declaring that God would “call me home” if the total amount requested was not raised (Jorstad 1987, 99).  Not only did such techniques fail to deliver but many Charismatics, such as the Jim and Tammy Bakker, appeared at the center of fraud and corruption.  


In contrast, the Christian Coalition 1990’s approach reflects the “new” Religious Right technique for television fund-raising -- televangelism minus the voices, visions, and miracles.  Robertson’s 700 Club, for example, features forums on politically charged social issues, such as sex education, homosexuality, and abortion, and today an appeal is made to protect the family and reverse the trends of moral decline.  Though Robertson’s coalition does not use allusions to divine visions in modern times, in 1972 he did publicly share with his congregations a letter from his mother, detailing her vision of her son’s God ordained destiny:

I saw heaven opening.  I saw you kneeling in prayer with your arms outstretched toward heaven.  And as you prayed, I saw a packet of bank notes floating down out of heaven into your hands.  I looked closely and saw that they were made up of large denominations.  I didn’t know how much money it was, I just knew it was a lot (Robertson 1972, 123).


Robertson utilizes television as a powerful network of political and organizational membership mobilization and profit.  The Christian Broadcasting Network, of which Robertson is chairman, consists of ten profit-making sub-organizations and raised $90 million in contributions in 1993, while maintaining a tax-exempt status.  This expansive network includes, not only television broadcast networks, but also radio stations, a university, a relief agency, and a political interest group (see Illustration 1) (US News and World Report 1995, 34).


Unlike the Moral Majority and its affiliate network the financial base of the NRR network is not wholly dependent on member contributions solicited through direct mail and televangelism.  Rather, it consists of both profit and non-profit enterprises.  In the event, therefore, that status/lifestyle discontent waned the NRR can sustain its operations. 


In contrast, the Moral Majority faded when the profitability of direct mail fund solicitation declined for three reasons (Wilcox 1994).  First, the continued success of conservative Republican candidates made it difficult to convince contributors that their money was still urgently needed to “save” America.  Second, the successful direct mail solicitations by other organizations also diluted the total contributions made to the Moral Majority.  Third, some leading televangelists tainted the overall public perception of the Religious Right.  For example, Jim Bakker was defrocked by the Assemblies of God for homosexual and extramarital heterosexual behavior; Jimmy Swaggart was caught with a prostitute; and Pat Robertson’s biography had contained erroneous information about the date of his marriage to conceal the fact that his wife was already pregnant at the time of their marriage.  


Thus, while the mass media can effectively provide a communications medium for SMO symbol production for constituent motivation and mobilization, it can also stifle that process if the intended symbols are not interpreted favorably.  Moreover, if the movement is financially dependent in whole or part upon its favorable public image, adverse publicity of even one group member can sabotage its success dramatically.

Radio


The use of radio by various NRR groups is extensive since it is flexible and low cost for both producer and listener.  As with television, the radio is used differently by the RR than it had been in the past.  Before the 1980’s, evangelists commonly appealed for funds by claiming to hear divine messages and instructions; today, the modern Christian radio approach is much more issue-oriented, i.e., most shows consist of talk geared at articulating and discussing local or national politically charged moral issues and only requesting “suggested donations.”  


One notable example of modern radio evangelism is provided by James Dobson’s Focus on the Family, a daily, half hour program heard by approximately five million Americans nationally (US News and World Report 1995, 34).  Because of the family orientation of Focus on the Family, Dobson urges listeners to express themselves politically on issues ranging from school prayer to sex education.  As does Robertson’s network, Dobson also maintains a network of various mediums of communication with Christian followers -- ten radio shows, eleven magazines, and best-selling books.  

Print and Electronic Resources


Evangelical print sources, including direct mail newsletters, pamphlets, magazines, journals, and books have undergone the same shift in orientation from spiritual and religious to political and issue-oriented.  Earlier Christian literature consisted generally of biographical literature concentrating on the conversion process of charismatic leaders, thus reinforcing their individual claims to divine inspiration, and in turn the basis for fund solicitation.  The prominent theme is one of extreme despondency, then subsequent salvation.  Robison, for example, in Thank God I’m Free, details feelings of despondency and homelessness in his early childhood before being singled out for salvation by God:

I was so despondent, felt so worthless, that many nights I cried and cried.  I figured I was a bad boy, and that must be why I never got any breaks.  Sometimes, when I was home alone, I banged my head against the wall until I knocked myself out.  I just wanted to escape... (Robison 1988, 48).


Cumulatively, Christian literature is extensive and politically significant.  Each independent NRR organization, e.g., Christian Coalition, Citizens for Excellence in Education, or Concerned Women for America, publishes its own literature and commonly even has its own television or radio broadcast.  For example, the Christian Coalition publishes its own newspaper, Christian American direct mail newsletters, a Congressional Scorecard that identifies the voting preferences of Congressional members by moral issue, and has the 700 Club as a television broadcast.  Books endorsed by the NRR feature titles such as The Book of Virtues, The Devaluing of America, and the Family Under Siege.  Essentially, this conglomeration of literature converges on the central theme of moral decline and promotes political activism on symbolic issues to reverse the trend.


The RR also has recently used the Internet as a communications medium.  The Christian Coalition, for example,  has its own “home page,” containing on-line magazines such as Christian American, and is linked to text and images at other web sites featuring related information.  The home page also provides access to archives in areas such as Coalition news, transcripts of the Christian Coalition’s executive director’s (Ralph Reed) prominent speeches, and minutes of discussion forums.  Other NRR groups and operations also maintain Internet sites, such as Focus on the Family, Traditional Values Coalition, Operation Rescue, and Family Research Council.  


Without question, the proliferation of RR Internet accessible information will continue.  Telecommunications will drastically impact on and add another dimension to the study of information transmission in the mobilization and administration of SMOs.

Political Strategy: Rhetoric and Local Politics

Rhetoric


Two important considerations guide the successful relationship between an SMO and its potential and secured membership:  rhetoric and the use of communication media to publicize it.  For the NRR, the immediate purpose of publicity via television, radio, or print is the procurement of additional members.  That membership in turn furnishes an SMO with ancillary resources, such as a claim to legitimacy based on the numbers, increased contributions, votes, and legislative lobbying influence.  The larger the membership body, the greater the influence of the SMO in the process of shaping American political culture, and in turn, shaping the law and direction of American cultural and political life.


Both the Moral Majority and the Christian Coalition have indicated their awareness of the importance of building their membership base, and have conducted massive efforts to attract and mobilize new members.  Lifestyle and status discontent issues did not change from the time of the decline of the Moral Majority and the ascendancy of the Christian Coalition.  Rather, as discussed previously, the RR today uses “trigger” issues to tap into continued American discontent with “modern trends.”  


The Moral Majority exhibits elements of both the status politics and resource mobilization models, but the mobilization of discontent for political purposes in this earlier movement is approached differently than the Christian Coalition.  The Moral Majority did not adapt its rhetoric to modern political culture as the Christian Coalition does presently.  The symbols produced and filtered through the media by the Moral Majority were not unprejudiced and perceptible to a broad constituency.  The Moral Majority’s antagonism and isolationism with respect to many racial, religious, denominational, and cultural groups led to its being perceived as a minority.  As Moen (1994, 349) explains, “they attracted mostly fundamentalist supporters, who were very conservative and often intolerant of even their evangelical and Pentecostal brethren.”


The Moral Majority was not a majority and could only achieve its group goals through political and voter alliances with other groups, such as conservative African Americans, Catholics, and Jews.  Moreover, as Bruce (1994) comments: 

Many potential allies remained profoundly suspicious of the NCR.  Catholics could easily remember the people who now solicited their assistance in anti-abortion crusades were the same people who previously campaigned against them [on issue of Kennedy’s presidency]. . . in a pro-Zionist speech Falwell told his audience: ‘A few of you here don’t like Jews.  And I know why.  He can make more money accidentally than you can on purpose. . . one of the purposes of the independent Christian schools attached to many white fundamentalist churches is to maintain racial segregation.

As Bruce observes in the above passage, the Moral Majority’s intolerant rhetoric could only damage the organization’s political career.


With respect to participation in American politics the Moral Majority was religiously and politically extreme.  Like the contemporary Christian Coalition, they focused on highly controversial issues, but their approach was different: they simply declared the correct position on those issues according to Scripture and notions of “sin” (Moen 1994, 349).  For example, the “Washington for Jesus” rallies sponsored by the Old Right groups, including Falwell, Robertson, Robison, and Baker, were launched as a result of a “vision from God” and used distinct bible imagery (Moen 1989, 37).  The theological underpinning of the rally was the Bible verse found in Chronicles II, 7:14: “If my people who are called by my name humble themselves, and pray and seek my face, and turn from their wicked ways, then I will hear from heaven, and will forgive their sin, and heal their land” (May and Metzger 1973, II Chronicles 7:14).  Use of this passage exemplified the purpose of the rally: it was a “national day of humiliation, fasting, and prayer,” so that “God’s mind” might be heard by political leaders (Conn 1980, 15).  This rhetoric is intelligible and appealing only to already committed religious constituents.  However, for others with similar issue-positions as the Moral Majority on social issues, such rhetoric is alienating.  


The Christian Coalition, in contrast, concentrates more on framing issues in terms of “rights,” equality, and human morality, rather than Christian orthodoxy.  School prayer is framed as a student’s right or as an issue of religious equality of opportunity; abortion is a civil rights violation of the rights of the unborn; vocal prayer in school is a case of the right to free speech for religious peoples; the ability of religious student groups to congregate on public campuses is a case of the right of equal access; textbook controversy is a matter of parental rights (Moen 1992, 351).


As discussed in the previous section, the Christian Coalition rhetoric is presented to the mass public via mass communications: television, radio, and print.  The appeal is broad-based, not intolerant of peoples or overly-radical.  In fact, the notable shift to a focus on rights rather than on religion and morality makes the 1990’s NRR a potentially more powerful movement than the Moral Majority.


The Christian Coalition takes this rhetoric even further, citing the “bigotry” and “discrimination” of liberals who had initiated an “assault on faith” which must be reversed (Wheeler 1994, 1).  There is simply a higher degree of political savvy.  Whereas the less sophisticated Moral Majority appealed to spiritual and biblical imagery to mobilize discontent, the NRR appeals to the symbol of a “liberal attack”:

This concentrated assault on politically active Christians apparently is intended to divert public attention from the failed administration of President Bill Clinton, whose approval ratings are now languishing in the low 40 percent range.  What has prompted this vicious attack on religious conservatives?  Many see it as a partisan attempt by Democrats to cut their losses in November, when they could lose two dozen or more seats in the House. . . Now in desperation the Democrats are resorting to name-calling, scapegoating, and religious bigotry (Wheeler 1994, 1).


Saberi (1993) characterizes the Christian Coalition approach to the communication of political rhetoric as a “dual-track approach.” consisting of an “air war” and a “ground war.”  The air war element of this analysis refers to the proclivity of the Christian Coalition to use the media spotlight to portray itself nationally as a civic political group defending the rights of American conservatives, while mobilizing the grassroots using a religiously extreme or secular strategy -- depending upon the locality being mobilized (ground war).  This rationally calculated, adaptable and well-planned strategy contrasts remarkably with the Moral Majority’s seeming lack  of strategy.


Rather than attempting to put forth the RR agenda to the general public through mass media, Christian Coalition targets its appeals to select audiences that are affected by the issues at hand and therefore more likely to be mobilized to vote.  Saberi (1993, 742) quotes Ralph Reed, the Christian Coalition’s executive director:  “The advantage we enjoy is that liberals and feminists don’t generally go to church, they don’t gather in one place three days before the election.”  


Christian Coalition also targets conscience adherents, i.e., those who may not generally agree with them but who, on particular issues, may be sympathetic, then tries to accommodate, rather than alienate such audiences.  For example, Christian activist Steve Baldwin, a candidate in the race for California State Assembly, presented himself as a “tax fighter” and did not mention abortion unless invited to do so (Saberi 1993, 783).  Thus, the Christian Coalition alternates its rhetoric in order to win both conscience constituents and conscience adherents.  This tactic broadens its appeal far beyond that enjoyed by the Moral Majority, which in contrast had openly quoted Scripture to promote its conservative morality.


Robertson, for example, makes consistent appeals for cross-denominational and widespread racial support.  Harrell (1987, 102) quotes Robertson:

In terms of the succession of the church, I’m Roman Catholic.  As far as the majesty of worship, I’m Episcopalian; as far as the belief in the sovereignty of God, I’m a Presbyterian; in terms of holiness, I’m a Methodist; in terms of the priesthood of believers and baptism, I’m a Baptist; in terms of the baptism of the Holy Spirit, I’m a Pentecostal.  So, I’m a little bit of all of them.


Robertson also has noted made explicit appeals to African Americans.  During the 1993 controversy over the Rainbow Curriculum in New York City  he launched a major campaign in black communities during the school board elections, which featured African Americans in various advertisements.  Elsewhere he backed a black Republican candidate for the Virginia State nomination.  

Political Strategy


The Moral Majority was notably more focused on national politics than the Christian Coalition which has adopted a more local grass-roots strategy.  The Moral Majority in particular and the RR in general had focused its efforts to change America by concentrating on Congressional and presidential elections.  Congress was a reasonable target since it was the Congress that had the power to redress or repeal statutes and legislation offensive to the “Right” lifestyle.  That is, Congress had the resources to address the status and lifestyle concerns of American traditionalists and conservatives. 


The moral agenda that the Moral Majority and affiliate RR groups took to Congress revolved around abortion, school prayer, and tuition tax credits -- the “trigger issues” of the late 1970’s and early 1980’s.  Three significant elements hindered RR success in proposing legislative addressing of these social issues in the 97th and 98th Congresses.  First, congressional liberals and civil libertarians were adamantly opposed to outlawing abortion and permitting school prayer, and Democrats held a majority on the House Judiciary Committee..  Although the composition of the Senate was far more amenable to RR groups, the liberals and civil libertarians could and did employ the filibuster.  The second obstacle was the early Reagan administration’s emphasis on the state of the economy and national defense.  The third obstacle consisted of the RR’s declining reputation  because of personal scandals.  


Hence, the Moral Majority and its affiliates garnered a public image of being extremist, intolerant, and unprofessional  (Moen 1992, 101).  The Moral Majority’s own extremist rhetoric contributed to its decline as a political influence.  Although Paul Weyrich, a prominent RR leader has stated that: “If you [I] want to change America, you have to change the Congress” (Quoted in Moen 1989, 83), that task at the time may have been strategically impossible. 


In contrast, the political strategy of the NRR is indicative of a more calculated and careful movement geared to winning elections locally rather than on the national level elections.  Ralph Reed, the organizations executive director, comments:

We tried to change Washington when we should have been focusing on the states. . .The real battles of concern to Christians are in the neighborhoods, school boards, city councils, and state legislatures...The future for the pro-family movement lies not in the quadrennial millenialistic runs at the White house.  It lies in building an infrastructure and a farm team (Saberi 1993, 781).


The Christian Coalition pursues a political strategy on three distinct levels: local (county and precinct), state (partisan) and school board.  While this strategy includes tactics also used by the Moral Majority (such as voter registration drives, distribution of voter guides, and actual direct participation in elections), the crucial difference is with respect to the level of participation.  The Christian Coalition SMO concentrates on local elections and national endorsement of Republican candidates (forming alliances) rather than the attempt of the Moral Majority SMO to gain “Christian” control of Congress, and that strategy has been markedly more successful than the Moral Majority’s focus on gaining control of Congress and even the presidency through national elections.  


Two classic political truisms may help to explain that success.  First, local elections are characterized by low voter turnout.  Second, because voter turnout is so low, a lower percentage of voters is needed to win.  Therefore, voter mobilization efforts by the NRR on the lower level is particularly telling, and this helps explain the Christian Coalition’s local election success during the past three years.


But there are other considerations as well.  For example, though the Moral Majority registered a considerable number of voters, it did not or could not effectively mobilize them.  It’s attack on declining “morality,” was not adequately connected to concrete voting choice.  Hammond (1983, 216) concludes that while in the 1980 election evangelicals associated with the Moral Majority or related groups were registered to vote at higher rates than were non-evangelicals of comparable demographic characteristics, they fell behind others in actually voting.


That fact is probably due to the lack of political guidance.  Strong traditions of local autonomy and pastoral authority points to churches as the main targets of mobilization by the Moral Majority.  Accordingly, local pastors assumed the responsibility for mobilizing support at the local level, but since many of them were not political experts, the Moral Majority faltered in part as a result of poor voter direction.  


Content analysis of the Christian Coalition literature, however, reveals important rhetorical and strategic differences.  The Christian Coalition educates and mobilizes voters, whereas the Moral Majority movement merely registered them.  The Christian Coalition stresses the political nature of issues, not only their religious and moral dimensions.  The Christian Coalition conveys to constituents the importance of their participation in the overall movement.  For example, Robertson (1995), in a direct mail letter, stresses the political dimensions of issues and how members can affect change:

Do you think your Congressman and two Senators are doing a good job of representing your values in Washington?. . . Or more specifically, did they vote for or against Bill Clinton’s crushing $241 billion anti-family tax increase?  Did they vote for or against the Clinton Administration’s plan to let immigrants come to American who are carrying the deadly AIDS virus?  Did they vote for or against having schools distribute condoms and birth control devices to young children without the consent of parents?  Did they vote for or against Bill Clinton’s plan to have open homosexuals serve in the military?  Did they vote for or against using your tax money to pay for abortions?  Did they vote for or against allowing voluntary prayer in the public schools?


The opening lines of this letter informs constituents of the issues and that their votes can be heard on Election day.  For those constituents who are politically inexperienced, it also provides a sense of how the political system operates, by alluding to the number of representatives each state has, the duty of those representatives, and how congressional votes impact on the issues that are crucial to the NRR movement.  Essentially, this letter articulates status and lifestyle discontent, projects the blame onto an identifiable source and defines politically the solution to such discontent.

Christian Coalition and the Republican Party


The relationship between the Republican Party and the NRR poses an interesting dilemma for American partisan politics.  The NRR, from the outset of its involvement in partisan politics, has aligned with the American Republican Party based on common views on social and economic issues.  During the period of the Moral Majority influence, Republican congressional and presidential candidates, like Reagan, derived significant electoral support from the Religious Right.  Similarly, the Christian Coalition actively endorses Republican candidates in state elections.  


However, the relationship between the NRR and the Republican party differs from state to state; in some states it is cooperative and conflictual in others.  Wilcox (1994) maintains that such difference may be a result of the personalities involved in each situation, or it may be part of a systematic pattern.  This “pattern,” from preliminary observations, depends upon the nature of the issues involved and the position the Christian Coalition takes regarding them.  Cooperative situations systematically arise out of common political activity on a single issue.  Similarly, conflictual situations arise out of dissension on a single issue.  


Generally, however, despite an apparent political and electoral alliance with the Republican Party on the basis of shared viewpoints on social issues, registered Republicans remain hostile to the NRR.  Wilcox’s (1994) survey of Republican voters in January 1993, showed a significant portion of the party electorate not supportive of the NRR leadership or goals.  Only 2 percent of those surveyed named Pat Robertson as their choice for the 1996 nomination, and nearly 40 percent of Republican voters expressed unfavorable views of him -- higher than that of any other Republican in the survey.  Even in the area of single issues, only 12 percent indicated that they were supportive of the NRR’s moral fundamentalism and only 6 percent mentioned trigger social issues, such as homosexuality and abortion, as the most crucial.


Though Christian Coalition cannot gain control over the Republican party without the mainstream support, it can be very influential by recruiting and endorsing Republican candidates.  By “sponsoring” certain candidates, the coalition creates an alliance, whereby the Republican candidate is presumably guaranteed the Christian vote and the coalition is assured on its issue positions, thereby creating legitimacy for both the coalition and its positions.  


Candidates are sponsored through the mass distribution of Christian Coalition voter guides that detail each candidate’s position on various issues.  Other methods of voter mobilization, such as “in-pew”
 voter registration and the distribution of videotapes on the topic of electoral politics and the importance of the vote, serve to influence the Christian vote in partisan elections.


But on the national political level, the Christian Coalition is relatively quiet.  When it is active, its activity reflects its more moderate approach.  For example, it is willing to endorse moderate candidates, or even those whose issue-positions are not aligned with the coalition’s.  Following the United States Senate elections in 1992, in the Georgia Senate runoff elections, the Coalition actively endorsed moderate Republican Paul Coverdale over the incumbent liberal Democrat.  Coverdale won narrowly, probably benefiting from Christian Coalition’s endorsement.  Similarly, in Texas in 1993, the Christian Coalition sponsored Kay Bailey Hutchinson, a moderate pro-choice feminist.

Christian Coalition and Local School Board Elections


Voter mobilization strategies were first implemented at the local level in the San Diego County School Board elections of 1990.  The strategy, known as the “San Diego Model,” enabled conservative Christians to win 60 of the 88 low visibility races.  


The Christian Coalition developed a “stealth” strategy, the targeting of low visibility (low voter turnout) elections, wherein it disarms its opponents by concentrating on what others consider unimportant political contests -- enabling it to build its support base.  This approach gives the NRR the advantage of needing only a small percentage to win, as well as the opportunity to conduct voter registration and education drives exclusively aimed at Christian voters (Saberi 1993).


Furthermore, the key of the stealth model employs a strategy permitting the Christian Coalition and its affiliate groups to run or support candidates in these local elections who keep silent about their religious agenda until they are in office.  In fact, such RR candidates may not openly fraternize with Religious Right groups during the campaign (Minkowitz 1993).


Once the San Diego school board race was targeted, organizers collected names from church directories for mailing and telephone banks, conducted voter registration drives at churches and distributed flyers in church parking lots.  The purpose of the stealth campaign is that the mobilization efforts, by being confined to likely supporters, is relatively invisible and avoids a counter-mobilization on the part of public and local officials that would result if the Christian Coalition appeal was conducted through the media (Robertson 1993).  


At the local political level, the Christian Coalition is exceptionally rigid in its issue positions.  This rigidity is particularly evident in school board elections, an area of increased coalition involvement, and it has met with considerable success in places such as New York City, the first city with a non-white majority that the Christian Coalition has targeted (Minkowitz 1993).  


Analysis of NRR group involvement in the May 1993 NYC school board elections presents a remarkable demonstration of core elements of the integrated contemporary Christian Coalition strategy:  the rallying around status/lifestyle discontent; the targeting of local politics; and rhetoric aimed at broad based appeal.  The May 1993 New York City school board elections occurred in the wake of controversy over the Rainbow Curriculum, which had essentially brought questions of private morality and public education to the fore, as well as highlighted educational issues on which the RR had already taken a national stance. That is, there was a pre-existing status/lifestyle discontent as a result of conflict between many community parents and the city gay community, over sex education in the public schools that would incorporate education about homosexual lifestyles.


The Rainbow Curriculum was a New York City Department of Education curriculum proposal outlining a series of classroom games and activities designed to familiarize children with other racial and ethnic cultural backgrounds.  The cause of controversy was a fifteen page section entitled “Fostering Positive Attitudes Toward Sexuality,”  which encourages teachers to introduce children to homosexual lifestyles with the aid of three texts:  Heather Has Two Mommies (which explains artificial insemination), Daddy’s Roommate, and Gloria Goes to Gay Pride.  


The Christian Coalition successfully exploited both the social issue controversy and the distinct political and social dichotomy between the borough of Manhattan and the other boroughs (Brooklyn, Bronx, Queens, Staten Island), where community opposition to the Rainbow Curriculum occurred.  The political and social climate of Manhattan is generally shaped by young, single, childless professionals with liberal social views.  But the other boroughs are populated by those more moderate politically, and in the past have  frequently complained that City Hall is not sensitive or responsive to their concerns.  So, the Rainbow Curriculum controversy not only raised issues related to explaining homosexual and heterosexual lifestyles, or the appropriate educational model, but whether or not the central authority had trespassed on and undermined the private authority of community boards.  The Christian Coalition purposely stressed, not only the moral aspects of the controversy, but also the control issues: growing fear that a liberal bureaucracy would usurp the community boards in city-wide decision making processes (Minkowitz 1993).  


The Christian Coalition also appealed to the ethnic and racial minorities that populated the outer boroughs, demonstrating its willingness to adopt a more tolerant and secular rhetoric in order to achieve its objectives.  As a matter of fact, the rhetoric employed emphasized the goal of empowering the rights of parents of color -- and that this could be accomplished only by disempowering gays, lesbians, and liberals throughout the school system.  


Accordingly, in the elections, the Christian Coalition derived much of their support from Christians, Muslims, Jews, Asians, Hispanics, and Latinos.  These groups coalesced around the issues of homosexuality as well as the social and political issues.  In this way, the Christian Coalition groups successfully fused morality, political rights, and cultural issues.  Since most parent groups were opposed to the teaching of homosexuality in the public schools the Christian Coalition avoided the potential for fragmentation due to any theological conflicts.  


This strategic tolerance and moderation is further demonstrated by the Christian Coalition’s alliance with the Roman Catholic Church to distribute voter guides.  The Roman Catholic Church’s ties to the New York City communities have always been strong and relatively stable, and an alliance with the Christian Coalition groups was mutually beneficial:  the Christian Coalition increased its ability to spread and substantiate its agenda at the community level while the Roman Catholic Church indirectly “endorsed” favorable candidates through its alliance with the Christian Coalition.  In this way, the alliance formed an informal, yet powerful voting bloc.  For instance, voters who wished to support the specific social issue stance of the Roman Catholic Church on the Rainbow Curriculum were inclined to support the Christian Coalition, whether or not their views were in agreement with that of the Christian Coalition and RR movement in general. 


A grass-roots strategy has proven quite effective for the Christian Coalition.  The Christian Coalition organization serves as an umbrella establishment for issue-motivated local, evangelical activists.  In this way, as a SMO it may be able to avoid forcing constituents to support the entire Christian Coalition platform and may be able to promote a flexible, issue-oriented movement in diverse settings, promoting the NRR as a moderate movement in American politics .


In sum, the Christian Coalition has utilized existing and acquired additional social movement resources in different ways than that of its predecessor, the Moral Majority.  Also, it has administered the Religious Right movement differently, in terms of its broad-based rhetoric and local, issue-oriented political strategy.  Essentially, this has converted the Christian Coalition into a more local, issue-oriented, flexible, broad-based, less religiously motivated movement.  

The Future of the New Religious Right


The literature offers conflicting evaluations of future NRR prospects given its new resource mobilization strategy.  The NRR will most likely continue to procure success through exploiting the issues of a modern cultural war, implementing a secular rhetoric, operating at the grassroots, and deriving financial security from Robertson’s media network (Moen 1994).  The NRR may also reap some political advantage from its affiliation with the Republican party.  


For example, George Bush, in the 1992 presidential election, was able to win a majority of white evangelical Christian votes.  A Christian Coalition poll disclosed that 55 percent of self-identified white evangelicals voted for Bush, 28 percent for Clinton, and 17 percent for Perot (Penning 1994, 340).  Lawton (1992, 41) quotes Green:  “If you compare 55 percent with the 38 percent of the general population who voted for Bush, there was a very dramatic level of support from evangelicals...[they] have become the central voting bloc in the GOP.”  


If accurate, this voting proclivity among NRR constituents may pose an important dilemma for the Republican Party.  Moderate Republicans, in particular, may be compelled to adopt a more conservative issue-platform in order to preserve such support.  Post-1988 events suggest that the efforts of Robertson’s Christian Coalition supporters to win position of leadership within the GOP and incorporate their conservative agenda into the party platform have seriously divided the party.


Yet, the NRR faces many challenges within the Republican Party as well as with its overall strategy.  On how lineal the NRR may become with the GOP, Wilcox (1994, 258) notes that “by consistently supporting Republican candidates, the NRR risks alienating independent or Democratic evangelicals who may support much of the agenda.”  Similarly, the NRR also risks alienating more moderate Republican voters. Penning (1994) notes that the NRR may create such severe factionalism within the Republican Party that the GOP will be unable to unify itself adequately to compete successfully against the Democratic Party in the 1996 elections.  


Some scholars cite the prospective failure of the grassroots strategy of the NRR in the achievement of its long term goals, i.e., changing American social and cultural policy (Bruce 1994; Moen 1994; Penning 1994).  The coordinated and cooperative mobilization of a loose web of local groups around issues and agendum in national elections may prove difficult.  Wilcox (1994, 259) also notes that local political activists are exceptionally difficult to control.  Those with extreme views may damage the overall perception of the movement:  “The Maryland Moral Majority spent considerable effort trying to get the state assembly to pass laws outlawing anatomically correct cookies, and succeeded only in drawing attention to one baker on the Eastern Shore who did a short-term boom mail-order business as a result...Such local leaders do not build stable coalitions.”

Chapter Four:  Summary and Conclusions 


The standard theories applied to social movements -- collective behavior (status politics and symbolic politics) and rational actor (resource mobilization) -- considered concurrently and collectively, suggest that three key elements define social movements:  the cause of the movement (status politics/politics of lifestyle defense), how the movement articulates that cause to its constituents (symbolic politics), and how the movement attempts to implement change in accordance with its cause (resource mobilization).  This thesis argues for the formal theoretical integration of these models to construct a new social movement theory applicable to contemporary movements.


Analysis of the Religious Right movement, particularly its evolution from Old (SM) to New (SMO), demonstrates how elements of the status politics, symbolic politics, and resource mobilization models give rise to an interactive model to explain the transition.


An important supposition of this thesis is that social movements in general have followed the example of the NRR, i.e., they are increasingly becoming more politically significant via the adoption of a more broad-based strategy for acquiring membership and influencing political processes.  The term “new social movements” (NSMs) refers to this new kind of movement as, “involving concrete goals, clearly articulated general values and interests, and rational calculations of strategies,” as contrasted with mass movements resulting from economic or other crises (Cohen 1985).  Although contemporary movements may indeed result from social, economic or cultural crises, the approach to administering the movement has become assertively more rationally calculated and political.


Collective behavior theories, such as the status politics and politics of lifestyle defense models explain the causes of social movements in general.  The political activism of American fundamentalist Protestants can thus be understood as one expression of cultural discontent.  As discussed in Chapter One, this discontent is apparently anti-modernist and, as defined by Habermas (1973), an essential clash between the image of the ideal American family and the reality of changing families in an era of social and economic modernization.  


What collective behavior paradigms fail to interpret, however, is the how of social movement activity.  The organizational and political techniques used by SMOs to achieve results are a classic illustration of resource mobilization.  A network of activist fundamentalist organizations, of which the Moral Majority and the Christian Coalition are perhaps the best known and largest, emerged in the early 1970’s.  By garnering political support, using direct mail and other fund-raising techniques, and utilizing the mass media as a resource acquisition tool, the New Religious Right has left an impression upon American politics.  


But social movements must also mobilize ideologies, as well as concrete political resources (money and electoral support, for example) in order to build a membership base.  The symbolic politics model provides a framework for the analysis of how symbol production may be used by a SMO to garner support for the movement’s ideology.  The Christian Coalition and Moral Majority’s oratorical approach illustrates how allusions to religious, millennial and civil religious themes can be used to appeal for support to select social, cultural, religious, and political groups.


The examination of the Religious Right movement, and its transition from SM to SMO, suggests the following theoretical paradigm to explain NSMs in American society:  Social movements are in effect groups’ responses to: (a) structural conditions in modern social life, and (b) legislative attempts to accommodate modern trends which are perceived by the movement as threatening to their lifestyle.  The response of contemporary social movements is characterized by:  (a) organizational consolidation, (b) employment of classic resource mobilization techniques (fund-raising and literature distribution) to secure a membership base, and (c) political activism aimed at ensuring legislative and judiciary decisions consistent with the group’s ideology.


In summary, these elements of analysis incorporate essential components of the status politics/politics of lifestyle defense, resource mobilization, and symbolic politics models.  A full-scale theoretical synthesis would combine questions of why and how religious and social movements arise and make the transformation from SM to SMO.   

Recommendations for Further Research


The case of the Religious Right movement, as presented in this thesis, offers a new arena for examining a convergence of collective behavior and rational actor paradigms.  Future research from the integrated perspective will incorporate the movement and organizational elements of the NRR.  The status politics/politics of lifestyle framework as it interacts with the resource mobilization framework produce a salient research model with which to examine the relationships between modernity, religion, morality and American politics.


An integrated model directs attention to at least three areas of empirical investigation:  First, the intelligible junctures at which modern, secular developments impact traditional groups need to be investigated.  What political policies affect the relations between the lifestyle of a particular group and the rest of society?  How is the politics of lifestyle defense experienced in everyday life by those defending the lifestyle?  Second, the relationships that exist between the SMO and the membership base needs to be explored.  How does the SMO employ symbolic politics techniques to attract members?  Which symbols are most successful, i.e., which symbols do members cite as most instrumental to the allegiance to the SMO?  Third, the methods and techniques most used by the SMO in the mobilization process will reveal much about the direction of SMO activity in the future, and thus should be an element of analysis in future studies.  


Most importantly, these areas of empirical investigation should be considered collectively.  The relationships existing between each element hold promise for an integrated model to explain the multi-faceted dynamics of modern social movements.  


The rational actor paradigm contributes a framework more conducive to scientific investigation than does the collective behavior paradigms.  That is, it may be scientifically more valid to observe and measure the role of leadership behaviors, constituent behaviors, and political impact than it is to observe and measure the psychological effects of modernization on certain social, cultural, and religious groups.  The scientific investigation of both of these elements -- motivation and mobilization -- will no doubt provide important research results in future empirical endeavors.


The continued evolution of the “New” Religious Right interest group provides scholars with many further research opportunities, particularly, with respect to the political mobilization of status discontent and religious belief and the consequent changing relationship between religion and governmental institutions.  The NRR demonstrates a case for forging the merger of two important social movement paradigms into a new and refreshed model in the field of social movement theory. 

	Table 1

Demographic Profile of White Evangelicals in the United States: 1988



	Characteristic


	Orthodox Evangelicals

(%)
	Nonevangelicals

(%)

	Education
Less than high school

Some college
	23

38
	16

50

	Occupation
Blue Collar

Identify with working class
	41

49
	44

45

	Region
South

Midwest
	32

39
	20

31

	Rural Born
	47
	25

	Religion
Attend church weekly

Watch religious television or listen to religious radio

Pray daily

Religion very important

Born again

Bible inerrant
	44

48

83

61

100

27
	32

18

44

22

10

100


Survey Data from 1988 (ANES), presented in Wilcox (1992)
Table 2.  
Time Line of Religious Right Movement Development

	1900

Beginnings of Religious Right movement.  Influenced by Darwinism and technological advances.
	1950

“Old Religious Right”

No formal political activism.

Most Religious Right activity focused on education.
	1970  --  1980

Early “New” Religious

Right.  First emergence of organizations, such as Religious Roundtable and Moral Majority.

Organizations participate in political processes, e.g., voter registration and education drives.

	1990  --  2000

Contemporary “New” Religious Right.
Characterized by high level of political involvement and powerful national/local networks of organizations, e.g., Christian Coalition, Focus on the Family, and Concerned Women for America. 


	Status Politics Model
	Status Politics/Resource Mobilization Integrated Model


Illustration 1.  Pat Robertson’s Network
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Notes





� Civil religion does not refer to any formal code of beliefs, but a sense of moral, religious, and social unity among members of a nation.  Civil religion also imparts a sacred character to the nation and enables people of diverse faith to harmonize their social and political beliefs.  Civil religion at work in America is emulated in the social, religious, political, and moral sentiment of the country, e.g., in symbols such as “One nation under God,” and the image of the “Chosen people.”





� Jorstad (1987, 95) defines “network” as “a social system created to organize experience and impart meaning and to establish identity and furnish information for participants for both their personal and their social lives.”





�  “In-pew” voter registration refers to a practice where voter registration cards are distributed before, during, or after religious services.  Though less common today, this was the prevailing method of voter registration used by the Moral Majority during the late 1970’s and early 1980’s.  
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