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ABSTRACT
This dissertation casts a wide net in order to explain the recent emergence and
proliferation of the contemporary anti-immigration movement in the United States. Antiimmigration activism is an understudied but not entirely overlooked phenomenon. Yet,
we know incredibly little about an important set of macro- and micro- questions related to
contemporary anti-immigration activism. This dissertation addresses big-picture
mobilization questions, such as: What large-scale, historical preconditions set the stage
for the emergence and proliferation of contemporary anti-immigration activism in the
United States? And how—and through what general processes—has pro-migrant
countermobilization influenced the anti-immigration movement and, perhaps,
unintentionally spurred its growth? Finally, I address micro-level questions focused
around the mechanics of micromobilization: How and why do individuals support antiimmigration activism? How and why do individuals become motivated to engage in antiimmigration activity? and How and why do individuals ultimately participate in antiimmigration-related activism? In sum, both big-picture and small-scale questions anchor
this dissertation. By answering these I not only shed light on this specific case, but make
a number of more general contributions to social movement literature.
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INTRODUCTION
Getting Started1
Mojave County is located in the Northwestern part of Arizona and shares a border
with Utah, Nevada and California. May 23, 2007 represents my first visit down to
Mojave County's oasis retreat, Lake Havasu City. It is nestled in the foothills of the
Mojave mountain range and straddles the eastern shore of Lake Havasu on the Colorado
River border of California and Arizona. Rather than diving into the deep blue waters or
escaping to one of the many idyllic fishing spots in the area, instead, I'm heading to the
local public library. The building itself is unassuming and lies adjacent to a non-descript
strip mall. This small, single story structure with red tile Spanish roof seems a pleasant,
safe, and public enough location.
But I'm not here to check out books. No one living in Tucson, AZ drives over 300
miles to peruse the latest holdings at the Havasu City Library. Instead, I've trekked here
to meet up with two local leaders of the Lake Havasu City chapter of the Minuteman
Civil Defense Corps (MCDC), a civilian border patrol organization founded in 2005 by
Chris Simcox, a highly visible and controversial figure in the contemporary U.S. antiimmigration movement.
However, one doesn't simply meet up with minutemen, without having first
established at least a veil of credibility. About a month prior to my visit I sent Chris
Simcox the following email, hoping to establish rapport and gain access to his
organization:
1

The title for this dissertation is adapted, in part, from Gilchrist and Corsi (2006)
Minutemen: The Battle To Secure America's Borders.
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Dear Mr. Simcox,
I am a researcher at the University of Arizona. I write to you to inquire about the
possibility of doing a study on your organization and its multiple Arizona chapters in
order to further the public’s understanding of citizens’ mobilization around immigration
and border security issues as well as those of us in university settings interested in
researching and giving voice to your group’s concerns about these issues.
As you may well have guessed, the overwhelming majority of social movement and
immigration researchers in university settings focus on what we might call the “liberal”
side of many of these debates. What the discussion in the university as well as the
general public is in dire need of is a more thorough understanding of the perspectives and
efforts of individuals belonging to such organizations as yours, The Minuteman Civil
Defense Corps. As far as I know, my study would represent one of the very few
university-based attempts to both systematically study everyday citizens’ mobilization
around immigration issues and border security and give voice—through university
research—to citizens’ concerns about America’s current immigration policy.
If you are interested—and I very much hope you will be—I would like to begin, in the
near future, by talking with you personally to discuss my research project, your
organization and its members’ potential participation, and to also address any and all
questions and concerns you may have.
You have an opportunity to help contribute to our knowledge about how groups such as
yours and their members in Arizona think about immigration and potentially participate
in activities aimed at addressing their concerns about immigration. If you have any
question or concerns, please feel free to contact me. My contact information is below.
Thank you for your time and consideration.

His reply is brief and full of suspicion. We will speak on the phone very soon. When he
calls, he begins with a direct line of questioning: Why am I interested in the Minuteman
Civil Defense Corps? What am I going to write about? What exactly are my intentions?
Somehow I manage to convince him not to hang up on me. Content with our
conversation, he passes my information along to local leaders in Lake Havasu City, who
agree to meet with me under two very specific conditions. First, we will meet in a public
venue of their choosing. Second, I will require a background check, the details of which
they will handle.

18

Approaching the entry way to the library, I am met by two Caucasian, plainclothed, elderly men, the first of which calls out to me, "You're Matt!," in a tone that is
more declarative than inquisitive. "We're supposed to meet. I'm Jim and this is Tom."2
"Just to be sure," says Tom, "We're going to need to see your driver's license."
Apprehensive, I hand it over. Scrutinizing it, Tom declares, "We've already run a
background check on you. We work closely with local law enforcement and even the
FBI." Whether or not this is true, at the moment, is immaterial to me. What seems
obvious, however, is that I'm not dealing with your run of the mill retirees.
Once properly vetted, I'm escorted inside into one of the library's several reading
rooms. The room is private, yet the entire wall facing the main entry to the library is
completely made of glass. We can see out. And anyone can see in. This provides a level
of reassurance for both parties involved, which at this point is entirely welcomed. After
fumbling through my required IRB script, I'm finally ready to ask the hard-hitting
questions. Of course, like any good social scientists I break the ice with a bunch of
general ones instead. "When was the chapter formed?," I ask. "September 2006," replies
Jim. Tom interjects, "We were worried about the destruction of the United States from
the inside…the invasion from within." Undeterred, I continue my line of basic questions.
"How many people are members of this chapter, roughly?" "About 60 to 70. Roughly 12
to 15 of these are women. One of the letter writing committee members is a woman,"
says Jim. "Any minorities?," I ask. Tom lights up, "No, but that's just a reflection on
where we live, on the geography. They are welcomed."

2

Jim and Tom are pseudonyms.
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Over the course of three hours, I get to know Jim and Tom a little better.
They begin opening up. Jim was raised in a family full of democrats, "led a blue collar
life and lived in a working class family." But now he's fed up with Democrats and
Republicans. He'll "vote for either side." His "country is first, not parties." Tom echoes
Jim's sentiments about eschewing political parties altogether. Having lived a "steel
workers life" among "union-based democrats and Catholics," Tom has become
increasingly disenchanted with corporate American and politics as usual.
When I ask the two men about the current Bush administration, neither mince
their words. Jim "swore an oath in the military," he says. "I'll give my life to protect the
constitution and my country. I love my country. I believe in this nation enough to die."
Quickly on the heels of this declaration, however, he states, "I will not give my life for
the president. He has totally failed as a leader. I retract my oath to serve the president.
Bush doesn't care about the American people. He's King George now." Tom follows him,
visibly agitated, "He's the worst president ever! He's shown a total lack of leadership.
He's failed on every issue…the war, the economy, Katrina, and immigration!" He
continues, "Its hard for young folks to grasp. The trust is gone today. People used to love
their presidents. People used to stand up and die for their country." His voice trails off.
We eventually get into the goals of the organization. Like a military commander,
Jim lays out their plan. Frankly, he states,
"If this was a combat zone, we'd talk about objectives. Our first objective
is national security, to defend our borders against illegals. Second, we'd
detain and deport illegals after they cross. This is what you call interior
enforcement. Third, we spot and observe illegals. We report them to
authorities. Fourth, we want to protect the wage scale and Americans'
jobs. Fifth, we want to limit the social services burden illegals produce.
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Sixth, and this is the big goal, we want to get immigration quotas back to
pre-1965 levels. Finally, we want the federal government to enforce laws
that exist. The federal government has failed to enforce the border and
even interior laws."
I follow up by asking, "ideally, if you could have it your way, how would
immigration work in America? What would America's immigration policy look
like?" As if a team of lawyers has prepped him, Tom rattles off the following,
"We'd have a full fence along the southern border with regular check
points. We'd have a separate law agency to deal with violations, illegals
coming in. There would be a special committee on the 14th amendment to
get rid of anchor babies.3 We'd enforce the laws on the books and limit
politicians to a single term of 5-6 years at most."
The conversation eventually swings back to a more personal discussion of how
they became leaders of their own MCDC chapter, how the two met, and how MCDC has
affected their lives. As the conversation winds down, I can't help but think that while Jim
and Tom share a lot of views antithetical to my own, there is a level of sincerity and
calculation behind their convictions that makes them difficult to dismiss as fringe, as the
kind of right-wing lunatics minutemen are portrayed as in popular media. This only left
me wondering, what do I make of these guys and the larger anti-immigration movement
of which they are a part? How does a movement like this get started? How does border
3

The claim here is that the 14th Amendment somehow encourages migrants who have
entered the U.S. without authorization to give birth to children who can, because they
were born on U.S. soil, then automatically obtain citizenship. Commonly referred to as
“anchor babies,” these children can later petition to have citizenship granted to their
immediate relatives. One solution would be to deport these “anchor babies” (personal
interview 2007). While there is some truth to this—that is, spouses, children, and parents
of U.S. citizens can be sponsored without numerical limitation—what these relatives
have a chance to obtain is legal permanent residence, not citizenship. Legal permanent
residence is only the first step to acquiring citizenship, and legal permanent residents are
not automatically conferred the kind of benefits granted to U.S. citizens.
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vigilantism become legitimate? How and why would anyone get involved in this
kind of activism? Looking back, it's funny to think how a three-hour conversation could
launch three years of research, but that's exactly what happened.
What We Know (and Don't Know) About Anti-Immigration Activism
The wave of conservative4 activism triggered by the mass unauthorized
immigration of people from Mexico, Central, and South America to the United States
over the past several decades has become impossible to ignore. Amid increasing concerns
over immigration and national security, outraged United States' citizens embracing
popular sovereignty—the notion that the legitimacy of the state is located in "the people"
(Doty 2009: 10)—have taken it upon themselves to voluntarily patrol the U.S. borders to
identify and report to the authorities immigrants entering the U.S. without authorization.
This has been the underlying logic of recently emergent volunteer-based anti-immigration
groups of which Jim and Tom were a part. Exuding a founding revolutionary zeal and
righteous anger over the perceived dilution of rights and privileges of United States
citizenship at the hand of unauthorized immigrants, groups of citizens calling themselves
minutemen mobilized to raise awareness of and stop unauthorized immigration to the
United States.
4

Following Blee and Creasap (2011: 270), I apply the term conservative for
movements—like the anti-immigration case examined here—"that support patriotism,
free enterprise capitalism, and/or a traditional moral order and for which violence is not a
frequent tactic or goal." Conservative movements can be contrasted with 'right-wing'
movements that treat race/ethnicity as a central concern and/or treat violence as a central
tactic or goal. While many movements will display aspects of both (Doan 2007; Durham
2007), the contemporary anti-immigration movement, especially the highly visible and
nationally prominent minuteman wing, openly shuns violence as a primary tactic and
racism as a central element of its platform. This, however, does not mean violence and
racism have not worked their way into the movement (see, for example, Doty 2009).
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Prior to and in the time since I first met with Jim and Tom in 2007, a small
body of literature has accumulated around anti-immigration activism, border
vigilantism and minutemen in particular. The overwhelming majority of this
literature, however, paints—in rather broad brushstrokes—caricatures of
organizational members, seeking to discredit them by focusing narrowly on links
between specific vigilant organizations and white supremacists, airing members'
dirty laundry, and portraying organizational infighting as if it were entirely absent
outside of anti-immigration social movement organizations. A number of
progressive organizations, such as The American Civil Liberties Union and the
Southern Poverty Law Center, specialize in producing a certain kind of politicized
knowledge about the anti-immigration movement that panders to their specific
readership (see, for example: Center for New Community 2005).
More disinterested work has been carried out by various polling
companies and provides insight into the widespread, national popularity of
minuteman organizations and the anti-immigration movement of which they are a
part. Based on nationally representative public opinion polls Rasmussen
conducted in 2005 we know that, at least when the polls were conducted,
minutemen enjoyed support from just over half of the American public
(Rasmussen Report 2005). Unsurprisingly, the figure increases to roughly 60
percent among self-identified 'whites' and drops to 35 percent among non-whites.
A later poll conducted by the Pew Research Center in 2006 showed that, among
individuals that have heard of minutemen, a majority approve of their actions
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(Kohut and Suro 2006). Whites were more supportive (39 percent approved)
compared to Hispanics (13 percent approved), as were men (45 percent)
compared to women (25 percent). However, while such polls provide a general
snapshot of how receptive American's are to such groups, they neglect to tell us
much about the participants themselves. Nor do they reveal much about the pools
of sympathizers and willing individuals from which minutemen and similar
organizations draw their recruits.
However, using these national polls as a springboard, a small body of research
specifically addresses this gap, providing useful, descriptive insight into the attitudes and
understandings of minutemen and their supporters. Using a mix of snowball and
convenience sampling, Cabrera and Glavac (2010) conducted a small survey in Arizona
in 2005 that examined attitudes of local non-activists, members of minutemen
organizations, and humanitarian aid activists. While little could be generalized from this
study, the authors were able to suggest that minutemen diverged markedly from nonactivists on substantive policy issues. Minutemen more strongly supported strict
enforcement measures and increased opposition to guest worker and related programs.
Interestingly, even when approving of minutemen, many nonactivists' attitudes did not
necessarily converge with individuals that belonged to minuteman organizations.
A number of qualitative studies involving participant observation, ethnography5,
and/or content analysis, likewise, seek to fill in the gaps left by national polls, providing

5

At the time of writing this dissertation, there has not been a full fledged ethnography of
minutemen, although Harel Shapira's (2013) soon to be released book Waiting for Jose:
The Minutemen's Pursuit of America appears to fit the bill. Currently, Doty's (2009) The
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more fine grained description of various attitudes minutemen hold, the activities in
which they engage, and the kinds of cultural frames members use to construct their
rationalizations. Kil, Menjivar and Doty (2009), for instance, engaged in a broad content
analysis to examine how minutemen and related vigilantes targeted immigrant employers,
protested against public officials and engaged in rallies to spread their conservative
messages. They concluded that militarized border policy helps construct an environment
in which violence becomes an acceptable response to influxes of unwanted migration.
Dove (2010) articulated how minutemen use different framing techniques on public
websites to sell their conservative message and generate collective action resonance. In
her book, The Law Into Their Own Hands, Doty (2009) brought us into the periphery of
the minuteman world by way of a handful of informal interviews with and observations
of minutemen in action. Doty also uses vigilantism, and minuteman organizations in
particular, as a case to extend and refine concepts related to theories of popular
sovereignty in political science literature. Finally, Chavez (2008) critically analyzed the
Minuteman Project's (MMP) inaugural border watch campaign, suggesting minutemen
used this event to create a media spectacle that would simultaneously reaffirm their
citizenship privileges and convince lawmakers to enact restrictionist legislation and
increase security along the U.S.-Mexico border. These studies provide valuable insight
into the individual-level meanings minutemen attach to their own actions, their stated
reasons for acting, and the processes by which they construct their worldviews.

Law Into Their Own Hands remains the most comprehensive treatment of Minutemen to
date, although it is not an ethnography in the true sense of the term.
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While each set of studies—reports by civil rights organizations, polling conducted
by newspapers, and descriptive and theoretical academic work—contributes in unique
ways to our understanding of conservative anti-immigration activism and border
vigilantism, more generally, several questions remain unanswered. Some of these have to
do with the bigger picture: What large-scale, historical preconditions set the stage for the
emergence and proliferation of contemporary anti-immigration activism in the United
States? How—and through what general processes—has pro-migrant opposition affected
the trajectory of and, perhaps, unintentionally spurred the growth of the contemporary
anti-immigration movement? Finally, some micro-level questions that remain unexplored
have less to do with the construction of meaning and concept-refinement and more to do
with the impetus behind and mechanics of micromobilization: How and why do
individuals support anti-immigration activism? How and why do individuals become
motivated to engage in anti-immigration activity? and How and why do individuals
ultimately participate in anti-immigration-related activism? These big-picture and smallscale questions anchor this dissertation.
Looking Ahead
Answering the questions laid out above requires, first, understanding the history
of U.S. nativism and border vigilantism more generally. Chapter one, thus, begins by
tracing the roots of contemporary minuteman organizations back to the earliest
development of American nativist and vigilante ideologies, noting these organizations are
best understood as a case nativist, neovigilantism. I then describe the historical
emergence of this phenomenon along the U.S.-Mexico border. In so doing, I provide a
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sort of genealogical tree mapping the development of these organizations and the
eventual rise to prominence of The Minuteman Project (MMP) and The Minuteman Civil
Defense Corps (MCDC)—the two largest and most nationally recognizable minuteman
organizations spearheading the contemporary anti immigration movement. Finally, this
chapter situates these and related organizations within the larger anti-immigration social
movement, examining their connections to a host of other similar, yet distinct
organizations. Doing so helps to clarify the central role these nativist vigilante groups
play in the contemporary anti-immigration movement sweeping the United States.
Having provided a portrait of the movement, its history, and its key players,
chapter two addresses the first puzzle of this dissertation: How is it that contemporary
anti-immigration activism came to be? Adopting a historical case study approach, I
answer this question by first providing a general theoretical discussion of how broader
changes in the social and political environment shape social movement mobilization. I
then apply insights from political process theory and structured ignorance theory to
develop an historical account of the key preconditions that set the stage for the rapid
growth of anti-immigration activism in the United States. As a result, this chapter
identifies and addresses fundamental empirical and theoretical gaps in political process
theory and also demonstrates how structured ignorance theory can help us better
understand how shifting structural conditions promoted anti-immigration mobilization by
generating perceptions conducive to conservative mobilization.
In so doing, this chapter highlights three critical historical preconditions that
helped set the stage for contemporary anti-immigration activism. These include: (1) the
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move toward greater economic integration between the United States and Mexico
(2) the United States' shift toward more militarized border enforcement operated under
the increasingly punitive logic of 'prevention through deterrence,' and (3) a simultaneous
escalation of public anger and fear in the United States over issues of unauthorized
immigration, drugs and terrorism that were stoked by entrepreneuring government actors
and agencies.
Chapter three then examines in-depth one aspect of the larger context omitted in
chapter two's analysis—countermobilization by pro-immigration organizations.
Understanding the recent trajectory of the contemporary anti-immigration movement and
the tactics, decisions and strategies pursued by groups like MMP and MCDC requires
acknowledging not only its historical origins but also its relation to the forms of
resistance it has met. In the course of my analysis in this chapter, I examine the impact
pro-migrant countermobilization inadvertently had on anti-immigration mobilization. I
demonstrate how opposing movements not only adversely affect each other, but how they
can also unintentionally create opportunities and generate mobilization for one another.
The central goal here is theoretical in nature. By examining the case of movementcountermovement dynamics between pro- and anti-immigration forces, I identify and
elaborate four general processes through which this unintentional fanning of the
opponent's flames—and thus continued (re)triggering of movement-countermovement
interactions—unfolds.
Whereas chapters one, two and three are about history, large-scale socioenvironmental changes, and macro-dynamics between competing movements—that is
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big-picture phenomena—chapter four and five combine to bring us down to a more
micro examination of how and why individuals engaged in contemporary antiimmigration activism. Chapter four's conceptual and theoretical focus sets the stage for
chapter five's quantitative examination of anti-immigration micromobilization in southern
Arizona. Chapter four reviews competing models of micromobilization, noting their
weaknesses and drawing on their strengths to develop, what I call, a three-step sympathyinitiated model that simplifies and captures the key transitional stages through which
individuals in the anti-immigration movement pass as the micromobilization process
unfolds. In so doing, it brings attention to the importance of examining not only what
explanatory factors determine actual social movement participation but also whether the
same or different factors explain differentiation at each of the three distinct steps outlined
in the micromobilization process: the generation of movement sympathy, motivation to
participate, and actual participation.
Chapter five, then, draws on a wealth of original survey data culled from residents
in southern Arizona to flesh out these conceptual insights empirically. Whereas previous
studies modeled the process of becoming a social movement participant as a one step,
two step, or even a four-step process, I argue that micromobilization in the contemporary
anti-immigration movement is best modeled as a three-step process. Initial sympathy
must be generated (step one), translated into willingness to participate (step 2), and this
willingness, in turn, transformed into participation (step 3). I then identify the unique
factors predicting these interrelated outcomes.
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To do so, I conducted logistic regression analysis of original survey data
collected from hundreds of randomly selected southern Arizona residents. I found
empirical support for a three-step model of micromobilization in which, surprisingly,
recruitment and mobilization attempts were unnecessary precursors to participation. I
also found that different factors impact the formation of anti-immigration sympathy pools
(step one), the arousal of motivation to participate (step two) and actual participation
(step three) in anti-immigration activism. The notable caveat to this general finding is that
personal political ideology and recruitment and mobilization attempts played a role in
differentiating individuals at more than one step. By comparing and contrasting the sets
of factors differentiating individuals at each of the three proposed steps, I present a more
refined analysis of this process and offer an analytic template for future research. Finally,
my case-specific findings reveal conservative and progressive micromobilization
dynamics overlap substantially, though imperfectly. This suggests theoretical and
empirical generalizations derived from progressive case studies cannot simply be applied
de facto to conservative cases, but instead, should be treated as useful starting points to
be refined and elaborated by the case.
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CHAPTER 1: A SPECTACLE AT THE U.S.-MEXICO BORDER: NATIVIST,
NEOVIGILANTE ACTIVISM IN THE UNITED STATES
Introduction
On April 1, 2005 Jim Gilchrist, a Vietnam veteran, retired journalist and certified
public accountant from California and Chris Simcox, a former kindergarten teacher and
journalist from Arizona created a media spectacle by issuing a call to Americans to join
them at the border in a month-long "muster" to observe and report unauthorized
immigrants entering along the Arizona-Mexico border. Spurred by post-9/11 concerns
over securing the border, the Minutemen, as they called themselves, sought to “raise
national awareness of the decades-long disregard of [America’s] illegal-immigration
crisis” (Gilchrist and Corsi 2006: 9). Arizona was an ideal launching pad for such activity
given that approximately one-fifth of all unauthorized border-crossing apprehensions in
2004 were made in a single southern Arizona county, Cochise (Chavez 2008: 135). While
many volunteers were plain-clothed "Middle Americans" (Gilchrist and Corsi 2006: xx),
some arrived in full military accoutrement, carrying binoculars, bullet proof vests,
walkie-talkies, and (legally) guns (Chavez 2008). According to one newspaper,
Minutemen "In four member teams…rode out caravan-style for several miles along reddirt roads flanked by rocks and prickly brush. They fanned out hundreds of yards apart
along a skimpy barbed wire fence at the Mexico border, eager to catch men and women
trying to sneak into the United States" (Talev 2005).
Understanding contemporary Minuteman organizations and the movement of
which they are a large part requires an historical examination of U.S. nativism and border
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vigilantism more generally. Additionally, rendering these groups intelligible
requires an examination of how they fit into the wider, contemporary anti-immigration
movement. This chapter begins by tracing the roots of contemporary Minuteman
organizations back to the earliest development of American nativist and vigilante
ideologies. I then describe the historical emergence of contemporary nativist vigilantism
along the U.S.-Mexico border. In so doing, I provide a sort of genealogical tree mapping
the development of these nativist, vigilante organizations and the eventual rise to
prominence of The Minuteman Project (MMP) and The Minuteman Civil Defense Corps
(MCDC)—the two largest and most nationally recognizable Minuteman organizations
spearheading the contemporary anti immigration movement (Navarro 2009; The
Southern Poverty Law Center 2011). Finally, this chapter situates these and related
organizations within the larger anti-immigration social movement, examining their
connections to a host of other similar, yet distinct organizations. Doing so helps to clarify
the role these nativist vigilante groups play in the contemporary anti-immigration
movement sweeping the United States.
The Roots of Contemporary Nativism and Vigilantism
Contemporary civilian patrol groups like MMP and MCDC weave together
ideological conventions adopted by early American nativist movements and frontier
vigilante societies, creating a modern movement culture emphasizing fear and distrust of
foreigners, the primacy of the rule of law, and the legitimacy of popular sovereignty. The
application of the term nativist to social and political groups can be traced as far back as
the mid 1800s with the emergence in major United States' cities of anti-foreign
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organizations that eventually coalesced to form the "Know-Nothing" movement.
While opponents derided the movement as "bigoted nativism" (Higham 2006: 375-376),
its supporters referred to this constellation of organizations initially as the Native
American parties, only to drop the word "Native" in subsequent years. The political and
social philosophy they adopted was that of "Americanism," the focus of which was on
preserving, protecting and upholding the principle of nationality.
At the ideological core of past and present American nativism, then, is a particular
form of nationalism, one in which foreign influences are viewed with suspicion and
believed to harbor a danger attacking the United States from within. Higham (2006: 376)
defines nativism "as intense opposition to an internal minority on the ground of its
foreign (.e., "un-American") connections." It is modern nationalism and attendant fears of
disloyalty stemming from suspicion of foreigners' inability to assimilate to an idealized
American way of life that coheres the variegated forms of antipathy towards foreign
minorities found throughout the United States. The historical roots of contemporary
American nativism typified by anti-immigration Minuteman organizations can be loosely
traced back to earlier waves of anti-Catholic and anti-radical sentiment, along with
racialized notions of Anglo-Saxon superiority (Higham 2006). Minuteman organizations
draw from this well of prior nativism, embracing their roll as modern guardians of a truly
American way of life, ever vigilant against radicalizing, foreign influences, particularly
those coming from our southern neighbors in Mexico, Central and South America.
Contemporary Minuteman organizations, however, can trace their ideological roots back
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not only to early nativist movements, but the long tradition of American vigilantism
as well.
While controversial in its application and often pejorative in connotation, the term
vigilante has repeatedly been assigned to members of Minuteman organizations. The
concept of vigilantism, argues Doty (2009: 23), is a useful tool not only because it helps
unify separate local events and organizations loosely affiliated under the umbrella of
minuteman and anti-immigration activism, but because, as history and prior ethnographic
research shows, it most accurately describes the strategies, goals, and actions of
Minuteman organizations and members. There are several parallels to be drawn between
contemporary Minuteman organizations and earlier manifestations of vigilante groups.
However, vigilantism itself is not conceptually homogenous. Historians distinguish been
classic and neovigilantism (Brown 1975). The former was collectively aimed at
individuals of sordid character—outlaws, criminals and other nefarious types—while the
latter was organized with the clear purpose of purging localities of specific groups.
Neovigilantism most notably took rise after the civil war and has been targeted towards
different religious, racial, ethnic, and political groups. Most notably this has included
Catholics, Jews, African Americans, Chinese, civil rights organizers, and most recently,
individuals from Mexico and Central and South America.
A more recent dichotomy has been drawn between southern and western style
vigilantism. Overt racism and violence toward minority groups characterizes southern
style vigilantism, whereas its western style counterpart imbues itself with a degree of
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legitimacy by appealing to the need to uphold the integrity of the law (Davis 2006)6.
This latter kind of vigilantism bears relation to idealized notions of early American
frontier life and the establishment and growth of the United States (Brown 1976; Mulloy
2004). In fact, some scholars have suggested early frontier vigilantism was merely a
function of the United States' border (Yoxall 2006: 523), claiming "the economic and
demographic development of the frontier rapidly outpaced the growth of legal and
governmental institutions," thereby forcing individuals on the frontier to exercise
vigilante justice. This would suggest early vigilantism served a legitimate, functional
purpose in bringing about the development of formal legal systems to frontier areas
(Yoxall 2006: 523). This historical interpretation is problematic not simply because it
"unjustifiably promote[s] lynch mobs to tribunals who upheld the law" (Yoxall 2006:
523), but because history reveals that vigilante activity at the border persisted well after
legal institutions had been established along the frontier and was often ignored.
Sometimes law enforcement actively promoted vigilantism (Yoxall 2006).

6

Referred to as 'vigilance committees,' several western-style vigilante organizations
existed in the United States during the 19th century. The earliest, prominent group of
western-vigilantes was the San Francisco Committee of Vigilance formed in 1851.
Responding to crime and government corruption, members of this vigilante organization
were responsible for several hangings and the removal from office of several
unscrupulous elected officials (Quinn 1997). The Jackson County (or Southern Indiana)
Vigilance Committee, also known as the Scarlet Mask Society, mobilized in Indiana in
the 1860s in response to a number of train robberies carried out by outlaws in the area.
Members went so far as to break into jails in order to remove gang members so they
might be hung (Scarlet Mask Vigilance Society 2012). Throughout the 1860s 70s and 80s
the vigilante organization known mysteriously as 3-7-77 meted out justice in Montana
(Allen 2001), along with the Anti Horse Thief Association in Kansas and the
Baldknobbers of Missouri.
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A more plausible historical account for vigilantism's presence along the
frontier, and especially the U.S.-Mexico border, situates its development with a
widespread culture of racial prejudice along the frontier and real economic rivalry
between Mexicans and Americans in border regions (Yoxall 2006: 524). While the more
gruesome acts of border vigilantism have become increasingly sporadic, having gradually
faded into history with the last recorded lynching of a Mexican occurring in 1928 (Yoxall
2006:523), Doty (2009) notes that modern forms of border vigilantism emerging
throughout the 1960s and 1970s began exercising a more cautious, distanced approach,
progressively emphasizing patrolling, observing and reporting—often in collusion with
local law enforcement—rather than direct confrontation and violence.
The Latino Threat Narrative: Anchoring U.S. Nativism and Vigilantism
Contemporary Minuteman organizations, such as MMP and MCDC can be
characterized as nativist neovigilante groups operating under a veil of legitimacy
characteristic of the western vigilante tradition while employing patrol, observe and
report tactics borrowed from predecessors of the 1960s and 70s7. Like those before them,
contemporary Minuteman organizations rally around themes of law and order, safety and
security, and the inability of government to enforce immigration policy and protect its
citizens (Chavez 2008; Dove 2010). However, for Minuteman organizations these central
themes themselves are anchored by a society-wide, taken for granted constellation of
7

The Southern Poverty Law Center (SPLC) (2011) characterizes MMP, MCDC and
similar organizations as "nativist extremist groups". While SPLC is correct in labeling
these groups 'nativist', the term 'extremist' is of little analytic value and is mostly
pejorative in connotation. These groups can be more accurately described as neovigilante in that their conduct and organizational ideologies reflect a distinct form of
vigilantism embodied in contemporary typologies.
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specific negative sentiments which cultural anthropologist Leo Chavez (2008) calls
the "Latino Threat Narrative."
The past forty years of the discursive history of Mexican immigration to the U.S.
is replete with themes suggesting that Mexican immigration, the Mexican population, and
Latin American immigration, generally, are a "national security threat" (Chavez 2008:
22). This narrative alleges that Latinos have problems integrating socially and culturally
into the U.S. They are an unchanging people, happy to seal themselves off from modern
society with little or no interest in learning English. Latinos conspire to revolt and
reconquer U.S. land that once belonged to Mexico. Their presence destroys medical and
educational institutions, as well as U.S. citizens' privileges and rights (Chavez 2008:
177). The Latino Threat Narrative emerges from a cohesive "history of ideas, laws,
narratives, myths, and knowledge production in social sciences, sciences, the media and
the arts…[constituting] a discourse, a formation or cluster of ideas, images and practices
that construct knowledge of, ways of talking about, and forms of conduct associated with
a particular topic, social activity or institutional site in society" (Chavez 2008: 22). What
might seem like unrelated images, comments, or characterizations about Latinos is, in
fact, bound together coherently. According to Hall (1997) such discursive formations
help define what we understand to be true in a particular context and what sort of subjects
or persons embody a set of characteristics, thereby racializing them through the Latino
Threat Narrative.
The taken for granted nature of such a narrative is what makes it pervasive and
convincing for those involved in the contemporary anti-immigration movement. As
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Chavez (2008) points out, it may best be understood in terms of Antonio Gramsci's
theoretical concepts of hegemony and common sense. Hegemony is a collectively held
set of beliefs, values and attitudes supporting an established order. The historically bound
and widespread, unconscious and largely unquestioned acceptance of its order, Gramsci
termed common sense (1971). Common sense in the U.S. incorporates within it the
prevailing hegemonic Latino Threat Narrative, thereby contributing to the proliferation of
anti-immigration mobilization led by the Minutemen. Research by Chavez (2008) and
Santa Ana (2002) shows such discursive formations are frequently promulgated through
popular media and political discourse, thereby shaping public opinion. In this sense,
popular discursive formations—of which the Latino Threat Narrative is made—constitute
the sociological landscape in which anti-immigration mobilization emerges. Minuteman
organizational rhetoric often borrows from the long history of such discursive formations,
thereby sustaining the threat narrative (Chavez 2008: 40).
Symbolic Significance of the U.S.-Mexico Border
While Latinos remain a perceived threat to those in the contemporary antiimmigration movement, Minuteman organizations have treated the physical U.S.-Mexico
border as a rallying point around which problems stemming from perceived security
failures along the border can be rectified through patrol, observe and report campaigns.
Minuteman organizations remain fixated on territorial boundaries between the United
States and Mexico. Doty (2009: 25) argues part of this infatuation with the border stems
from the symbolic power with which we imbue national borders. These territorial
distinctions, along with any threat to the order they represent, serve as powerful symbols
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which Minuteman organizations can utilize to help their anti-immigration message
more clearly resonate with individuals living along the border, as well as more generally
to American audiences already fearful of perceived dangers from Mexico, Central, and
South America.
The border as a rallying point for these kinds of organizations, however, is not an
entirely novel phenomenon, for the border itself has long been of concern to American
vigilantes. The fixation with the border is intimately bound up with the historical
development of American vigilantism itself. Originally, vigilantism emerged in frontier
areas where traditional law enforcement often failed to adequately serve and protect.
Pioneers moving west across the United States as the frontier expanded brought with
them a system of vigilantism which they relied on to establish a sense of order and
security in an uncertain world (Brown 1975: 96-99). Vigilante groups viewed bandits,
thieves, outlaws, and any other undesirables suspected of upsetting the precarious social
order established along frontier settlements as threats (Brown 1975: 104-105). In his
book Minutemen: The Battle to Secure America’s Borders, Jim Gilchrist (president and
co-founder of MMP) argues that the “the multiethnic Minuteman Project evolved as an
alternative to…[the] reckless disregard for the rule of law” (2006: 330). Indeed, much of
the rhetoric espoused by leaders and written in official organizational literature relies on
arguments grounded in the need to oppose unauthorized immigration in order to preserve
law and order and citizens' rights—the status quo, in other words. In his analysis of
MMP's discourse surrounding their inaugural 2005 muster, Chavez (2008: 134) found
that "the concerns of the Minuteman Project were…much broader than [just] illegal
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border crossers." Minutemen fundamentally care about "rights and privileges of
citizenship, which from [their] perspective, were losing their value as a result of
immigration" (Chavez 2008: 134).
As migration to the United States from Mexico, Central, and South America
increases and its ramifications are experienced farther and farther from the U.S.-Mexico
border, this boundary itself takes on new meanings, becoming more than just a physical
landmark to be defended and preserved. Political scientist Peter Nyers (2008: 132)
describes this newly emerging reality of the border:
"…the borderline is not just at physical entry points at ports, airports, and
land crossings…border politics are no longer limited to the thin lines that
separate domestic from foreign, here from there, us from them, the moral
from the exceptional. The border is a much thicker, more complicated site
of practices; it is not 'primarily a play but a process' (As, 2005: 198), one
that gets enacted wherever and whenever…[unauthorized
immigrants]…try to access social services provided by public officials.
The border is therefore widespread and seemingly ubiquitous."
This broader understanding of the border allows us to see contemporary vigilantism,
embodied in Minuteman organizations, as more than mere concern with protecting a
defined territorial line. Rather, what has emerged in recent decades is a battle over rights
and privileges enjoyed by, and believed to be exclusive to, legal United States citizens.
Symbolic transformations in the border call our attention to issues of criminality
and sovereignty that have long been animating themes in vigilantism while at the same
time serving as a source of whatever legitimacy contemporary vigilante groups possess.
A key element of historical and contemporary vigilantism is popular sovereignty—the
idea that the legitimacy of the state is located in "the people" (Doty 2009: 10). Under the
notion of popular sovereignty, if the state is unwilling or unable to enforce immigration
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policy, secure borders, and protect its citizens from perceived threats, citizens are
well within their rights to take the government's duties upon themselves and/or demand
the government get its act together. Popular sovereignty, however, is intimately
connected to notions of criminality. Social anthropologist Ray Abrahams (1998) argues
that public sentiment towards vigilantism is often uncertain, rather than critical, because
vigilante groups can quite easily and successfully portray themselves as ordinary, law
abiding citizens bearing the burden of protecting themselves from criminal elements
when the government has failed. Yet, vigilantism should not be viewed as a complete
rejection of the state. Rather, it is often enacted as a stop-gap when and where the state
has not fulfilled its duties. Doty (2009: 26) notes, somewhat ironically, that vigilante
organizations "may actually thrive on the legitimacy of the state as an entity of authority,
even though they protest the action (or lack of action) on the part of…the state." If
citizens are only carrying out failed duties that the state has been granted the authority to
perform, then their vigilante actions can acquire a degree of legitimacy that, under
ordinary circumstances, would not be conferred. MCDC leaders, for example, have been
successful in characterizing their organizations as neighborhood watch groups, invoking
images of concerned neighbors looking out for the well being of their community and
families (LoMonaco 2006).
Vigilantes Take to the U.S.-Mexico Border: 1970s - 1980s
The controversial issues surrounding MMP and MCDC are firmly entrenched in
the prior history of civilian patrol activity and vigilantism along the U.S.-Mexico border.
While MMP's April 2005 muster and subsequent border patrol activity has become the
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grandest and most sustained spectacle of vigilantism to emerge along the U.S.Mexico border in the last several decades, it certainly was not the first. History is replete
with instances of citizens, awash in ideas of popular sovereignty, trekking to the border,
patrolling, seeking to deter and raise awareness about unauthorized immigration. In 1976
there was the infamous Hanigan case in which three Mexican nationals were robbed,
beaten, and humiliated by a wealthy Arizona rancher and his two sons. The father George
Hanigan died before the case went to court. The brothers were tried three times—first
locally, then twice in Federal court. Patrick Hanigan was convicted while his brother
Thomas was acquitted (Strum 1982). On October 16, 1977 Imperial Wizard David Duke
and Grand Dragon Tom Metzger of the Ku Klux Klan, launched The Klan Border Watch
at the San Ysidro, California Port of Entry, a campaign which saw a few dozen members
patrolling the border from Texas to California, capturing more media attention than
unauthorized migrants (Burghart 2005). In 1985 San Diego rancher Bob Maupin was
allegedly kidnapped at gunpoint by armed Mexican soldiers protecting a
methamphetamine lab, subsequently spurring him and a small number of his friends to
carry out evening patrols on his property for over ten years. Dressed in military fatigues,
armed with semiautomatic rifles, and carrying Vietnam-era seismic sensors and zip ties
for handcuffing, "Bob's Boy's," —a title they were given by local border patrol agents—
regularly caught, detained and turned over to the authorities trespassing migrants
(Conover 1997). In 1986, twenty members of an Alabama-based, anti-communist
paramilitary organization known as Civilian Material Assistance (CMA) —which had
already gained notoriety for its U.S. government-backed efforts to aid Contra guerillas in

42

an attempt to overthrow the Sandinistas in Nicaragua—traveled to the Lochiel
Valley, 30 miles east of Nogales, Arizona. There they camped for over a week, carrying
AK-47 and M-16 assault rifles, sophisticated infrared scopes for night vision, and other
military paraphernalia. During this period the group set booby traps to puncture tires of
vehicles suspected of smuggling unauthorized migrants. On one occasion CMA caught
fifteen migrants and held them at gunpoint for one hour and a half until border patrol
arrived (De Armond 2005).
Vigilantes Take to the U.S.-Mexico Border: 1990s - present
However, Doty (2007: 117) argues these events were typically isolated and that it
was not until the late 1980s and early 1990s that those whom we might consider
"ordinary" citizens began participating in what was becoming more formally organized
vigilante activity at the U.S.-Mexico border. During this period the media became
increasingly attracted to border and immigration-related issues, especially the activities of
vigilante groups. While initially concentrated primarily along the San Diego border, these
civilian border operations began cropping up along the Arizona border after the United
States' government launched the prevention through deterrence policy and Operation
Gatekeeper (Vina, Nunez-Neto and Weir 2006). The first major contemporary
development in this phenomenon began in 1990 with the Light Up The Border movement
founded by Muriel Watson, the widow of a U.S. border patrol agent. Fed up with a lack
of enforcement along the border and hoping to spur the government to construct a barrier
and lights, in 1989 she convinced a few dozen supporters to drive to the San DiegoTijuana border to both literally and figuratively shed light on the situation along the
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border with their car headlights (Contreras 2006). By 1990 efforts became more
organized and several protests were conducted. In March of that year over 1000 people
gathered along the border to shine their car lights into Tijuana (McDonnell 1990). Once
the media and Congress took notice, a barrier was quickly erected. Not surprisingly,
having achieved its goal, the Light Up the Border campaign dissolved soon thereafter. In
its place emerged numerous other groups of concerned citizens, such as The Border
Solution Task Force and, much later on, the U.S. Citizen Patrol. Formed in 1996, this
latter organization sent volunteers to the San Diego International Airport in order to
identify and report to the authorities suspected unauthorized migrants (Nunez-Neto 2005:
3). By the early 1990s, once loosely connected groups and patrol events began to
coalesce into a growing, discernable movement of citizens assuming the role of border
enforcers, echoing vigilante and nativist themes discussed earlier in this chapter (Doty
2009: 28).
Voices of Citizens Together (VCT)
The original maverick that did the most to formalize this early, loosely connected
anti-immigration citizens' vigilante movement was California resident Glenn Spencer. In
1992 Spencer founded Voices of Citizens Together (VCT) in response to race riots
sweeping through Los Angeles after the Rodney King beating. Subsequent newsletters
published by this civilian patrol organization linked various social ills facing Los
Angeles, such as poverty, violence, illiteracy, and white flight to unauthorized
immigration (McDonnell 2001). Actively involved in California's "Save Our State
Movement," a campaign composed of loosely affiliated anti-immigration groups calling
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for the mass deportation of unauthorized immigrants, VCT and its partners were
instrumental in the development of Proposition 187, which would have removed
unauthorized immigrants from public schools and barred them from receiving health and
social services. VCT gathered over 40,000 signatures to place Prop 187 on the ballot, and
in 1994 it quite easily passed as a referendum. Despite this, in 1994 a federal court
stalled the proposition, and in 1999 California Governor Gray Davis opted to pursue
mediation instead of an appeal, thereby effectively canceling the proposition (McDonnell
2001). On March 22, 1997 Spencer hosted a "Good Fences Make Good Neighbors"
campaign that drew over 600 participants to the Port of Entry at San Ysidro to express
dismay and anger over a fencing project started in 1994 that had yet to be completed.
American Border Patrol (ABP)
Fed up with California (Moser 2003), in 2002 Spencer moved to Arizona where
he established the American Border Patrol (ABP) along with other citizen volunteers,
including two former United States border patrol officers and a retired army officer. A
501c(3) nonprofit corporation that functions as a self described watch-dog organization,
ABP enlists volunteers to help monitor, document, and report unauthorized border
crossings using a slew of sophisticated aerial vehicles and ground sensor equipment.
Based out of a ranch compound in Herford, Arizona, ABP volunteers position themselves
around ground sensors, waiting for them to be tripped by unsuspecting migrants crossing
through the desert. Volunteers then move in and videotape suspicious activity. Three
aerial vehicles—a Cessna TU-206, a Challenger II Sportcraft, and an ultra light—are
equipped with GPS devices and thermal imaging cameras to assist with monitoring, and
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can actually home in on ground sensors triggered by unauthorized border crossers
(Kelley 2010). In response to the federal government's recent decision to pull the plug on
further construction of SBInet—a "virtual border fence" composed of cameras, ground
sensors and radars—ABP developed a new border security system dubbed The Sonic
Barrier, which it has tested along a half-mile section of the U.S.-Mexico border in
southern Cochise county, Arizona. Using this digital border security system, volunteers
are able to record every step an individual takes along a heavily monitored slice of the
Arizona-Mexico border. The system is able to detect individuals, vehicles, aircraft and
tunneling within 200 yards of the U.S.-Mexico border. Said Spencer, "You cannot get
across that half-mile without being detected" (Shacat 2011). Central to the antiimmigration vigilante effort along the U.S.-Mexico border, Spencer's ABP stands out for
its penchant for high-tech surveillance as well as its more distanced approach to border
patrol. Spencer has claimed that, unlike other civilian patrol groups, ABP volunteers do
not carry firearms, nor do they attempt apprehension and detainment. Instead, members
focus entirely on documenting unauthorized crossings. Videos and pictures collected
through ABP volunteers' patrol efforts are posted to the organization's website in order to
educate the American public on the realities of the U.S.-Mexico border (Vina, NunezNeto and Weir 2006).
Ranch Rescue
Along with Spencer, Jack Foote of Arlington Texas was another individual
responsible for pioneering the early contemporary model of vigilante border patrol
campaigns later adopted and made popular by MMP and MCDC. In June 2000, Foote,
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along with seven companions, founded Ranch Rescue after being inspired by stories
of unauthorized migrant captures initiated by Roger Barnett on Barnett's 22,000-acre
ranch in Douglas, Arizona. Barnett purportedly told Foote that "on a good day he saw
only 150-200 [unauthorized immigrants]; on a bad day, he saw 500-600 coming across
his property" (Dougherty 2004). Barnett gained national notoriety after he began tracking
and capturing migrants trespassing on his land, turning them over to border patrol,
sometimes allegedly detaining them through violence. In 2001, he claimed he and his
family had captured and turned over to border patrol approximately 2100 unauthorized
migrants (Hess 2002).
Up until the April 2005 launch of MMP, Foote's Ranch Rescue had probably
received more media attention than any previous civilian patrol organization. Much of
this was due in large part to its highly visible recruitment campaigns, purported use of
violence toward captured migrants, and its military-stylized patrol operations in which
members donned full camouflage fatigues and face paint and carried assault rifles and
pistols (Moser 2003). According to Foote, initial patrol operations were launched in 2000
in order
"to go down and help private property owners repair their property. And in
doing that, and being on the property, helping repair those fences…we
noticed very soon that our mere presence on the property was a deterrent
to crime. These trespassers, these criminals, would see us, and we would
see them, and they would go somewhere else. That was the extent of it"
(Dougherty 2004:1).
However, by 2002 the nature of the organization had shifted from protecting and
rebuilding property to something more akin to preparing for low scale military conflict.
For Operation Hawk, Soldier of Fortune magazine entered the picture, assisting Ranch
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Rescue in assembling "a heavily armed tactical team of 20" along the Nogales,
Arizona-Nogales, Sonora border (Lisheron 2003). It was during this operation that
volunteers confiscated 280 pounds of marijuana from drug runners traversing a ranch in
Lochiel, Arizona. Violence and intimidation eventually caught up the group in 2003
during Operation Falcon when two members were arrested for allegedly beating two
Salvadoran migrants on a ranch near Hebbronville, Texas. While jurors deadlocked on
the assault charges, one member received a prison sentence of five years for being an exfelon in possession of a firearm, and both volunteers were hit with a $1.35 million
judgment for matters relating to a civil suit that was filed. In 2005, one of the accused
had his ranch in Douglas, Arizona confiscated and given to the Salvadoran migrants as
part of a settlement related to the civil suit (Vina, Nunez-Neto and Weir 2006). That same
year Operation Eagle was launched along the Arizona border. However, as a result of
internal conflict and lawsuits, Ranch Rescue was dissolved. According to Chris Simcox
of MCDC, the organization no longer exists. At one point it appeared as though Foote
had resurrected the group, renaming it Border Rescue, however at the time of writing, its
current status and involvement in border patrol operations remains unclear (Doty 2009:
32).
Tombstone Militia
Echoing sentiments expressed by Barnett and Foote, Chris Simcox emerged as a
prominent figure among citizens' patrol groups when he established the Tombstone
Militia in 2002 after a nearly two-month long solo patrolling effort in the Arizona desert.
During this time he claimed to have observed five paramilitary groups of drug traffickers.
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Soon thereafter Simcox began advocating for the necessity of armed patrol
campaigns on not just private property, but public land as well (Tobias and Foxman
2003; Vina, Nunez-Neto and Weir 2006). After working as a private-school kindergarten
teacher in Los Angeles and losing a nasty custody battle over his son, Simcox moved to
Tombstone, Arizona in 2001 and eventually began working at the local Tombstone
Tumbleweed as a reporter where he continued his patrols. When the newspaper came up
for sale, he bought it for $50,000 in May 2002. That October he used it to launch the
Tombstone Militia. On the front-page of his newly acquired paper Simcox, stated:
"ENOUGH IS ENOUGH! A PUBLIC CALL TO ARMS! CITIZENS BORDER
PATROL MILITIA NOW FORMING" (Simcox quoted in Moser 2003)! Days later in an
editorial, he wrote:
Yes, we are a Militia and we intend to be a part of the organized armed
forces of a country liable to call only in emergency. We have the right to
organize. We actually have more freedom to tackle the problem than the
Government and law enforcement agencies that are bogged down in the
quagmire of laws and restrictions (Simcox quoted in Beal and Ibarra
2002).
In a statement to the Arizona Daily Star, Simcox stated, "We're stepping onto public
lands, and I dare the government to come and arrest 50 people" (Simcox quoted in Ibarra
2002). Along these same lines, Simcox stated in the Washington Times:
I dare the president of the United States to arrest Americans who are
protecting their own country. We will no longer tolerate the ineptness of
the government in dealing with these criminals and drug dealers. It is a
monumental disgrace that our government is letting the American people
down, turning us into the expendable casualties of the war on terrorism
(Simcox quoted in Center for New Community Report 2005: 4).
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Simcox claimed to have received nearly 1000 emails from individuals supporting
his new civilian patrol project and boasted an alleged initial membership of around 50
individuals (Tobias and Foxman 2003). Membership was open to anyone with a
concealed gun permit from Arizona, a measure, which, as he put it, "screen[s] out the
criminals and loonies" (Baum 2003). Changing the name of the group to Civil Homeland
Defense (CHD), the organization initially focused its efforts on security patrols of private
property held by local ranchers, later expanding its efforts to public lands. In January
2003 Simcox was arrested in the Coronado National Forest in Arizona while conducting
a solo patrol effort. Later he was given two years probation for being convicted of
carrying a concealed weapon on federal land and lying to federal officers about it (Center
for New Community Report 2005). In March 2003 Simcox and 34 other volunteers
armed with flashlights and night vision equipment patrolled the Cochise County,
Arizona-Mexico border. Simcox called it the "most productive—yet most terrifying—
weekend to date," claiming to have detained and released to border patrol 43
unauthorized immigrants (Tobias and Foxman 2003: 10). Despite his anti-immigration
zeal and commitment to Civil Homeland Defense, by 2004 it appeared as though the
group's fifteen minutes of fame were almost up (Doty 2007: 121).
The Anti-Immigration Movement Takes Off!
Serendipitously, that same year Jim Gilchrist happened to be listening to George
Putnam's KCAA AM 1050 conservative talk radio show while Simcox was speaking as
an invited guest. Gilchrist contacted Simcox after the show, offering to help mobilize
volunteers for his civilian border patrol group. Gilchrist said of his discussion with
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Simcox, which focused on ineffective security along the U.S.-Mexico border,
"Things came out that were in my head swimming around for years. It was a culmination
of fears building up" (Delson 2005: 1). In the early 1980s Gilchrist was involved in an
automobile accident allegedly caused by two unauthorized migrants. In 2001, just after
9/11, Gilchrist wrote to elected officials, blaming them for the loss of lives in the terrorist
attacks. In an LA Times article, Gilchrist lamented,
"Too many immigrants will divide our country. We are not going to have
a civil war now, but we could. We are becoming a country run by mob
rule. Whoever moves in rules. I'm worried about the illegal immigration. I
can see our country splitting apart. What did all these people die for in
World War II, Korea and Vietnam? It was not so we could turn into a
country of mayhem" (Delson 2005: 2).
Soon after their October 2004 discussion, the two men founded the Minuteman
Project (MMP) and Gilchrist began mobilizing civilian border patrol activists through the
web, targeting veterans, ex-border patrol agents and anyone else interested in serving
their country (Doty 2009: 33). Leading up to their first patrol campaign, Gilchrist went
out of his way to draw a line between MMP and actions pursued by Barnett, Foote and
Ranch Rescue, claiming in an interview on Fox network's Hannity and Colmes that MMP
would only be "recording. We'll chronicle all these reports that are going to Border Patrol
from our outposts and our foot patrols and our air wing. We will record whether the
Border Patrol is reacting or not, whether there has been an interception or not" (Hannity
and Colmes: 2005).
What Do Minutemen Want?
In April of 2005, the Minuteman Project landed on the national radar with the
launch of its inaugural border watch operation in southern Arizona, the purpose of which
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was to raise national and local awareness about unauthorized immigration and lax
border enforcement and reduce unauthorized crossings in areas patrolled by MMP.
Subsidiary goals included getting the national government to pledge greater funding for
Immigration Customs Enforcement (ICE), the United State's Border Patrol (USBP), and
necessary border security infrastructure and convincing Congress to place a moratorium
on unauthorized immigration and set the quota for the number of legal immigrants
allowed to enter the United States every year at no more than around 200,000. Generally
speaking, the goal was to place unauthorized immigration firmly at the nexus of
America's political and economic agendas. And yet MMP leaders also carried with them
a set of clear objectives they hoped to attain in the future, objectives that went much
further than simply raising awareness about a perceived problem.
MMP proposed a “tough love” solution to the problem of illegal immigration that
would have entailed (1) securing both the northern and southern U.S. borders by way of
a fence, military and national guard presence at the border, and declaration of a “national
crises” by the president and a “state of emergency” by governors of border states, (2)
arresting and prosecuting migrants found entering the U.S. illegally, even if this requires
building more detention facilities, (3) increasing the number of Border Patrol and ICE
agents, (4) increasing the number of containers that are subject to inspection at U.S. ports,
(5) deporting “several million” illegal aliens8, (6) federally mandating that illegal aliens

8

Illegal aliens currently residing in the U.S. could be given two options, according to
Gilchrist: (1) Willingly leave and “guarantee their chance to assimilate back into the
United States through the proper vetting process, through the U.S. embassy from their
homelands” (Gilchrist and Corsi 2006: 323). Failure to do so would lead to deportation
and a 10 year “forfeiture of their right to immigrate legally to the U.S.” (2006: 323) or (2)
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cannot receive benefits from federally funded programs and removing federal
funding for public schools that continue to educate illegal aliens or their foreign-born
children, (7) utilizing the Social Security Administration and the IRS’s databases to
identify and prosecute illegal aliens using false social security numbers as well as their
employers, and (8) cutting off “sanctuary cities” from federally funded programs (2006:
311-325). In other words, this media spectacle along the U.S.-Mexico border was just a
starting point, a small preview of what MMP hoped to achieve as it continued pressing
the boundaries of acceptable civic participation.
The Rules of Engagement
During April some 900 minutemen and women flocked to the Tombstone
Tumblweed office (Congressional Immigration Reform Caucus (CIRC) 2005). Here they
were vetted and then taken to the Palominas, Arizona Trading Post where orientation
sessions were conducted by project leaders (Doty 2009: 34). Volunteers were instructed
only to observe and report to border patrol any unauthorized crossings, to only use
firearms in self-defense, and to adhere faithfully to Arizona laws (Congressional
Immigration Reform Caucus 2005). These instructions were codified in the Minuteman
Project's Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) manual9, which read:
1. Your job as a border watch volunteer is simply to observe and report.
Report all suspected illegal crossings, aliens and activity to the nearest
Border Patrol Station or field agent. Follow all instructions from The
Illegal aliens can return to their home country along with their U.S. born children. Home
countries could grant dual citizenship. In the future, “parents may apply to return to the
United States as legal immigrants, bringing the children with them” (2006: 324).
9
SOP taken from Gilchrist and Corsi (2006: 337-338). These procedures are quite similar
to those utilized by MCDC, which can be found at:
[http://www.minutemanhq.com/hq/sop.php]
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Minuteman Project supervisor in your sector. Any questions, ask!
2. Use the buddy system at all times. Many people on both sides of the
border do not want us here helping to shut down illegal activity. Watch
each other's back.
3.Abide by all federal, state and local laws. Follow all instructions by
Border patrol and law enforcement. You are encouraged to speak to BP
agents and reinforce that we are there to help them. Be courteous and
professional at all times; you are on their turf. Almost all BP field agents
like us being on the border helping them. You can learn a lot from them
about the border areas.
4. Respect the community, its residents and all private property
boundaries. Do not block roads. Do not drive off road. Start no fires and
leave no trash. Make friends with the locals when possible.
5. If you encounter illegal aliens. Do not detain or in any way impede
their travel while waiting for Border Patrol to arrive. Offer water and
blanket if necessary. Be respectful.
6. If confronted by protestors or legal observers, ignore them. NEVER
engage in conversation with them unless instructed by a supervisor.
Protector yourself if they approach you. Use your air horn (three short
bursts) to sound the alarm if you feel threatened. Beware of sneak attacks
with mace, bull horns, and extremely bright spotlights.
7. Communication between MMP members is crucial. Keep radio on
proper frequency and use short transmissions to pass vital information. No
casual conversations. Know where you are when you call something in.
Use earpiece to reduce radio noise at night.
8. Be sure to attend any scheduled briefings during the day or evening for
updated information on operations. If you miss the meeting, coordinate
with a supervisor for that day's activities when you arrive.
9. Videotape all incidents and note times and places in case a report or
legal action is taken.
10. Minutemen are not racist, nor violent. Any inappropriate behavior is
grounds for dismissal and must be reported to a supervisor immediately.
11. No alcohol on post, or within six hours of posting.
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12. Enjoy yourself! You are helping to enforce U.S. immigration laws,
protect American sovereignty, and help with homeland security. Be proud!
You are taking action while your fellow Americans sit at home and
complain! You are making a difference! Thank you for serving. Any
suggestions, please see a MMP Supervisor.
In addition to the SOP outlined above, MMP volunteers were instructed not to "chase,
restrain, or talk to suspected illegal aliens." (Vina, Nunez-Neto and Weir 2006: 10). In
other words, volunteers were not to initiate any interaction with migrants. If approached,
they were to walk away. Firearms were permitted, but their use was restricted to
situations of imminent deadly threat without the possibility of retreat (CIRC Field Report
2005).
According to a field report by the CIRC (2005), there were only two recorded rule
violations during the inaugural April muster at the border. The first instance involved a
Guatemalan migrant stumbling upon the Minuteman camp at the border. Volunteers
approached the man and provided assistance until border patrol arrived. No one was
disciplined for helping the migrant, although members were reminded that such active
assistance constituted a rules infraction. The second violation involved the dismissal of a
volunteer who had his picture taken with a migrant while waiting for Border Patrol to
arrive. An anonymous complaint was registered with the authorities suggesting the
migrant had been detained illegally. Law enforcement agencies ruled in favor of the
Minuteman volunteer; however, he was subsequently dismissed for violating
organizational rules.
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The Impact of a Spectacle
The inaugural event was a bag of mixed results. By the second day, only around
200 out of an expected 1300 volunteers had taken up positions at seven posts erected
along a twenty-three mile stretch of border (Talev 2005). Moreover, President George W.
Bush publicly skewered the group, stating "I'm against vigilantes in the United States of
America. I'm for enforcing law in a rational way. It's why we've got the Border Patrol,
and they ought to be in charge of enforcing the border" (Bush quoted in Strohm 2005).
Enterprising journalists drudged up old news that Simcox had been convicted on federal
weapons charges. Racist hate organization Aryan Nations attempted to recruit
Minuteman volunteers, creating negative press for the young minuteman organization
(Marizco 2005). And despite official policies outlined in the SOP, three MMP volunteers
allegedly detained by force and humiliated an unauthorized migrant they encountered
while on patrol, leading to outrage and protest throughout the community. Members took
photos of the migrant holding a t-shirt that read, "Bryan Barton caught an illegal alien
and all I got was this lousy T-shirt" (Rotstein 2005). The U.S. Border patrol asserted that
Minutemen were not reducing clandestine crossings, but were instead just shifting
migrants to alternate crossing points. For example, agency officials noted that while
apprehensions in areas patrolled by MMP volunteers declined from 24, 842 in April of
2004 to 11,128 in April of 2005, apprehensions in western Arizona rose from 18,052 to
25,475 during this same period (Gibson 2005: 3). USBP also claimed MMP volunteers
were inadvertently tripping sensors hidden along the border, requiring agents to deal with
numerous false alarms (Rotstein 2005).
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Despite these road bumps, however, Gilchrist and Simcox claimed success.
Approximately 900 hundred volunteers participated in the border muster during April,
and around 125-450 individuals actively patrolled at any single time (CIRC 2005).
Moreover, days before the muster, the federal government announced that approximately
500 additional Border Patrol agents were to be allocated along the Arizona-Mexico
border, as well as additional aircraft. And then just days into the spectacle, The
Department of Homeland security upped that number to over 700 additional agents
(Levine 2005). At the same time, the U.S. Senate approved an amendment to hire 2,000
more Border Patrol agents (Chavez 2008). Top-level Homeland Security officials even
made a trip down to Tucson, adding legitimacy to the government's efforts (Chavez
2008).
Organizers themselves claimed the entire twenty-three mile stretch of border
along the San Pedro River Valley border area had been "completely shut down…to all
human smuggling and drug trafficking" (Gilchrist and Corsi 2006: xx). Simcox claimed
the project was able to help border patrol agents locate and apprehend 349 unauthorized
migrants entering the United States without authorization (Vina, Nunez-Neto and Weir
2006: 10)10. Gilchrist maintained that unauthorized crossings in locations where MMP
had established observation posts "dropped from an average of 64,000 a month to an
expected 5,000" in April 2005, prompting him to suggest that "if citizens in lawn chairs
can secure the border, the U.S. government can too" (Seper 2005: 1).
10

According to a field report by the NIRC (2005) many border patrol agents, speaking
off the record, noted that illegal immigration had come to a halt in the Minuteman
patrolled sector as a result of both increased patrol activity and the concomitant publicity
it generated.
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MMP's inaugural event struck a chord with the public, and media were
eager to cover the desert spectacle. Prior to the initial 2005 muster campaign, stories
about the Minuteman Project numbered 208. In April alone newspaper stories numbered
592 and the number of published stories never dipped below figures from February for
the rest of the year (America's Newspaper Online Database 2005 as cited in Chavez
2008: 146) (reproduced in figure 1 below). Regardless of whether the federal government
was responding directly to the desert spectacle set up by the Minuteman Project, the
media and the rest of the country certainly were, prompting Gilchrist to reflect, "This
thing was a dog and pony show designed to bring in the media and get the message out
and it worked" (Kelly 2005: 1).

Figure 1: Monthly number of newspaper stories about MMP in 2005
Source: America's Newspaper Online Database (Chavez 2008: 146)
Riding this wave of media attention and feeding off of renewed public furor over
unauthorized immigration, Gilchrist parlayed his efforts with MMP into a bid for
candidacy for U.S. Congress in Orange County, California. As the candidate for the
American Independent Party, he raised approximately $500,000 and took third place in
the November 29, 2005 primary election, capturing 15 percent of the vote (Pasco and
Weikel 2005: A-1). In the final primary election on December 6, 2005, he again finished
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third, this time capturing 25 percent of the vote (Pasco 2005: A-1). While Gilchrist
failed in his bid for U.S. Congress, he succeeded in pushing other candidates toward
adopting more extreme anti-immigration stances. For instance, John Campbell, the
eventual winner was forced to publicly switch stances on immigration and social service
related votes he had previously cast while a member of the California legislature
(Barabak and Pasco 2005: B-1).
Cultural anthropologist Leo Chavez (2008) has described the inaugural border
patrol campaign MMP initiated in April 2005, as a production of surveillance and
spectacle, concepts that help us understand the success vigilante patrol organizations
enjoyed. Drawing on Michel Foucault's work, Chavez argues that as a spectacle, the
border patrol campaigns represent a public performance displaying the power and
privileges of citizenship controlled by the democratic state, but now additionally being
enforced by vigilantes adhering to notions of popular sovereignty. The subjects in the
spectacle are the unauthorized immigrants who, having broken the law, unintentionally
put the rights and privileges of citizenship into question, at least for Minutemen (Chavez
2008: 144). Vigilantes utilize the power of surveillance, on the other hand, as a means of
disciplining. Constant observation is used to get individuals to internalize rules and
demands, instilling discipline and producing compliant subjects.
What Minutemen have done can be interpreted as a combination of spectacle and
surveillance. These vigilante border patrol groups rely heavily on surveillance to
construct a spectacle, the effectiveness of which is measured not by the objective number
of border crossers apprehended, but in "attention the project received and the disciplining
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it achieved, that is, its ability to force governmental reaction aligned with its cause
(Chavez 2008: 145). As previously discussed, Minutemen succeeded in garnering
attention both from the media and government officials. In fact, Doty (2009: 66) argues
Minutemen spread their message to such a degree that it was accepted by "sufficient
numbers of people so as to preclude immigration 'reform' that does not contain a strong
element of 'punishment' for unauthorized immigrants."
Continued Minuteman Growth
In December 2005 Simcox formed his own successful spin-off group, The
Minuteman Civil Defense Corps (MCDC) (McCombs 2010). It was reported that Simcox
wanted to distance himself from what the media and public perceived to be militant
groups of rifle and shotgun toting rednecks eager to hunt Mexicans along the border
(Feldman 2006: 5). However, the two groups continued to pursue nearly identical
agendas in the aftermath of the April 2005 muster, and both expanded their operations
beyond the purview of the Arizona-Mexico border. In late 2006 MCDC sparked another
media blitz by initiating a campaign to conduct video surveillance of illegal day laborer
sites in cities across the United States. MCDC volunteers videotaped workers and
contractors, recorded contractors' license plate numbers and sent letters warning
contractors they were breaking the law by hiring unauthorized immigrants (Feldman
2006: 1). Newly developing interior operations, however, were not limited to day laborer
sites. MCDC members were soon engaging in clandestine patrols of hospital emergency
rooms and polling stations for the purposes of dissuading suspected unauthorized
migrants from obtaining medical treatment or voting (Nunez 2008).
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In an effort to garner more support for increased border security and to
countermobilize against the massive immigrants rights marches that occurred between
February and April of 2006 (Chavez 2008), MMP volunteers trekked cross country,
starting in LA and ending in Washington, DC, galvanizing anti-immigration support and
attempting to grow their base wherever they traveled. On September 11, 2006 MMP,
along with the Texas Minutemen and Spencer's American Borer Patrol, jointly launched
an 8-week border patrol campaign dubbed "Operation Sovereignty." Outside of one
member crashing a helicopter while reporting for duty, however, the mission failed to
live up to the hype generated by its April 2005 predecessor (Zaitchik 2006), as is
apparent in figure 2.

Figure 2: Monthly numbers of newspaper stories about MMP in 2006
Source: America's Newspapers Online Database (Chavez 2008: 147)
Ever persistent, MMP and MCDC had taken their groups nation-wide by the
spring of 2006, each opening chapters and launching separate patrol campaigns in
multiple states. MMP even expanded its efforts to the U.S.-Canadian border (Docksai
2005). A 2006 public opinion poll conducted by the Pew Hispanic Research Center
revealed that roughly 55 percent of Americans polled had heard of minutemen. Among
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this group, roughly 60 percent supported these nativist, neovigilante organizations.
Arizona was right at the national average, with 59 percent of individuals that had heard of
minutemen sympathizing with them. Geographically, support was strongest in the
Midwest and weakest in the Northeast (Kohut and Suro 2006). The general growth trend
of MMP and MCDCD chapters from 2007 to 2010 was upward, as the contemporary
anti-immigration movement continued to gain steam. Figure 3 plots this yearly growth11.
In 2007 there were a total of 88 MMP and MCDC chapters in the United States.
However, by 2009 there were 112 chapters, an increase of almost 25 percent. The
majority of chapter growth during this period came from MMP, which grew almost twofold while MCDC growth increased by just over ten percent. MMP and MCDC total
chapter growth began to plateau by 2010, with a minor increase of four new chapters,
thus, bringing the total to 116.

11

The majority of MMP and MCDC 2007 chapter data come from Carter's (2007)
Minuteman Map. This map provides the most comprehensive list of MMP and MCDC
chapters for 2007. I was able to cross check this with MMP and MCDC southwest
chapter counts I collected in 2007 as part of a pilot study. My 2007 southwest chapter
counts were obtained from the MCDC (http://www.minutemanhq.com/hq/local.php) and
MMP (http://www.minutemanproject.com/organization/chapters.asp) websites in
December 2007. MMP and MCDC chapter counts for 2008 were reconstructed from
Beirich (2010). MMP and MCDC chapter count data for 2009 and 2010 came from The
Southern Poverty Law Center (2011).
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Figure 3: Number of MMP and MCDC Chapters, 2007-201012
Source: Carter (2007), Beirich (2010), Southern Poverty Law Center (2011)
Not only did these leading nativist, neovigilante organizations expand numerically
in the years following the 2005 spectacle along the U.S.-Mexico border, but between
2007 and 2010 they were able to diversify themselves geographically, establishing inroads into new locales while simultaneously redoubling their efforts where they were
already popular. Figure 4 depicts both the increased geographic dispersion and
concentration of MMP and MCDC chapters from 2007 to 2010. Chapter counts increased
in the Midwest (Kansas) and the Southeast (Florida) where nativist, neovigilante chapter
presence was already strongly felt by 2007. Additionally, presence intensified in the
Deep South, particularly in Louisiana and Alabama. At the same time, MMP and MCDC
also made great progress in areas of the country in which their presence had previously
been quite low. This included Northwestern states, such as Wyoming, Montana and
Oregon and Midwestern states like Indiana and Wisconsin. However, MMP and MCDC
prominence shrunk most notably in Northeastern states like Massachusetts and

12

Chapter counts for 2007: 22 (MMP) and 66 (MCDC) = 88
Chapter counts for 2008: 17 (MMP) and 78 (MCDC) = 95
Chapter counts for 2009: 37 (MMP) and 75 (MCDC) = 112
Chapter counts for 2010: 39 (MMP) and 77 (MCDC) = 116
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Connecticut. Overall, though, there were fewer states in 2010 than in 2007 in which
either MMP or MCDC failed to establish a chapter (15 vs. 12, respectively).
2007

2010

Figure 4: Growth and Relative Concentration of MMP and MCDC
Chapters, 2007-2010
Source: Carter (2007), Southern Poverty Law Center (2011)
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Documented membership statistics on these organizations have remained
closely guarded secrets. This is partially a function of rightist and conservative
movements, generally, which often remain suspicious of researchers and other outsiders
(Blee and Creasap 2011). However, in 2006 Simcox claimed MCDC had over 9,000
members (Gilliam 2007). That same year MMP’s executive director claimed the
organization had over 200,000 members (Holthouse 2007)13. Reports from the Center for
New Community, a national faith-based community-building organization, placed
MCDC membership at roughly 39,649 sometime in the period between 2007 and 2010.
Whether actual membership in these leading nativist, neovigilante organizations is high
or low and exactly when membership peaked remains unknown. Despite the paucity of
information on membership in these groups, the organizations themselves, as well as their
charismatic leadership, remained clearly at the forefront of the contemporary antiimmigration movement during this period.
Connecting Minutemen with the Broader U.S. Anti-Immigration Movement
In her book The Law Into Their Own Hands (2009) political scientist Roxanne
Lynn Doty argues the contemporary anti-immigration fervor sweeping the United States
is a rather heterogeneous phenomenon, largely unorganized (Riccardi 2006) and devoid
of central leadership. Not all anti-immigration organizations share the exact same goals
and ideological commitments. Members' political affiliations range from Republican to

13

There are no available records to either confirm or disconfirm these membership
statistics for this time period. The best available information to gauge the national
presence and growth of MMP and MCDC exist in the form of chapter counts previously
discussed.
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Democrat to outside of the mainstream political scene. Groups tackle a myriad of
immigration-related woes ranging in topic from national security to cultural identity.
Even concerns over the environment attract attention from anti-immigration forces. This
large and diverse movement includes a number of prominent nativist neovigilante groups,
conservative think tanks and policy institutes, restrictionist publishing companies, and
even government affiliated organizations.
This diverse body of anti-immigration organizations practicing in the U.S.,
however, share enough common bonds to characterize their collective efforts as
"organized challenges to authorities that use a broad range of tactics, both inside and
outside of conventional politics, in an effort to promote social and political change"
(Meyer 2009: 417), or what many scholars commonly refer to as a social movement.
What coheres these groups is a shared set of ideas, beliefs, and values comprising a
thoroughly restrictionist approach to immigration in the United States, as well as fairly
unified policy stances on unauthorized immigration, guest worker programs and border
security. Through link sharing on their web pages, these groups have created a virtual
network of anti-immigration affiliations that are frequently instantiated in the social
world through publication in the same media outlets, attendance and speaking
engagements at the same conferences, and overlapping group membership (Doty 2009:
43).
Nativist, neovigilante groups discussed in this chapter, especially MMP and
MCDC, represent the most visible force within this movement (Navarro 2009; Southern
Poverty Law Center 2011). These organizations, more than any other, catapulted the anti-
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immigration movement onto the pages of local and national newspapers and
magazines, onto prominent nationally syndicated radio and television shows, and into the
very halls of democracy in Washington, D.C. Minutemen ushered the movement into the
mainstream, in turn, becoming a veritable poster child for the cause (Doty 2009). In 2009
there were a total of 309 nativist, neovigilante groups operating in the United States,
while in 2010 there were 319 (Southern Poverty Law Center 2011). The overwhelming
centrality of MMP and MCDC to the contemporary anti-immigration movement is
illustrated in figure 5. Recently, MMP and MCDC alone have accounted for over onethird of all nativist neovigilante groups in the United States.

Figure 5: Percentage of all U.S. Nativist, Neovigilante Groups Affiliated with
MMP and MCDC, 2009 and 2010
Source: Beirich (2010), Southern Poverty Law Center (2011)
At the same time, the vast network of policy and publishing-oriented groups
operating away from the media spotlight and the United States' borders, have been able to
engineer a veil of legitimacy for nativist, neovigilante groups, making it more difficult for
critics to dismiss them as inconsequential extremists (Doty 2009: 44). These
organizations include the Federation for American Immigration Reform (FAIR), a nonprofit anti-immigration think tank that serves as a kind of umbrella for the movement; the
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Center for Immigration Studies (CIS), widely considered the research arm of the
movement; the American Immigration control Foundation (AICF) and the Social
Contract Press, prominent publishers of anti-immigration literature; and the
Congressional Immigration Reform caucus (CIRC), a government coalition which has
long supported nativist, neovigilante groups like MMP and MCDC (Doty 2009).
Conclusion
Minuteman organizations possess important historical roots that continue to
sustain their anti-immigration agenda to this day. In this chapter I showed that their
presence and present ideologies and goals were traceable to earlier American nativist
movements and vigilante activism along the U.S.-Mexico border and expanding frontier
regions. While the names have changed, along with the specific tactics and level of
sophistication employed, the underlying message promoted by Minutemen is as old as the
United States itself.
Having provided a theoretical overview of nativism and vigilantism, generally,
and an historical account of the evolution of nativist, neovigilantism along the U.S.Mexico border, the next chapter expands the analysis outward. Drawing on general
insights gleaned from political opportunity theory and structured ignorance theory, I
adopt a case study approach to examine how the evolving social, political and economic
environment in the United States beginning in the mid to late 1900s helped set the stage
for the rise of minuteman organizations and the birth of the contemporary antiimmigration movement.
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CHAPTER 2: THEY SAY BAD THINGS COME IN THREES: HOW ECONOMIC,
POLITICAL AND CULTURAL SHIFTS FACILITATED CONTEMPORARY ANTIIMMIGRATION ACTIVISM IN THE UNITED STATES
This chapter has been submitted for publication in the Journal of Historical Sociology
Introduction
Unlike like previous generations of border vigilante activity, contemporary
manifestations have attained an unparallel level of notoriety, national prominence, and
even legitimacy. While individuals and organizations can certainly generate their own
opportunities and successes, scholars have routinely highlighted the important role a
movement's environment plays in constraining and capacitating movement mobilization.
While it may be true that vigilante organizations like MMP and MCDC found success, in
part, because of their charismatic leadership and unusually high levels of technological
sophistication and organization, it is obvious these groups did not simply parachute into
the southwest, spontaneously materializing in a socio-historical vacuum. In other words,
the Minutemen emerged from an environment conducive to anti-immigration activism.
The stage was set, opportunities opened up and Minutemen eagerly mobilized.
This mobilization, however, was embedded in a multi-decade long shifting
American political, economic and cultural landscape. Through a series of U.S. economic
trade decisions and immigration policies aimed at controlling both the flow of labor
across the border and the impression of a secure border, new immigration 'problems'
rapidly emerged, necessitating increasingly extreme solutions. Having been transformed
into a lightening rod for controversy, the southwestern United States became ground zero
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for nativist, neovigilante mobilization. Changes in the broader social and political
context set the stage for the unprecedented growth and development of the contemporary
U.S. anti-immigration movement spearheaded by nativist, neovigilante groups.
This chapter has two interrelated goals. First, I provide a general theoretical
discussion of how broader changes in the social and political environment shape social
movement mobilization, focusing primarily on the recent, yet understudied emergence of
minuteman organizations. Second, I apply insights from political process theory
(McAdam 1999) and structured ignorance theory (McVeigh 2004) to develop an
historical account of the key preconditions that set the stage for the rapid growth of antiimmigration activism in the United States. In so doing this chapter identifies and
addresses fundamental empirical and theoretical gaps in political process theory and also
demonstrates how structured ignorance theory can help us better understand how shifting
structural conditions promoted anti-immigration mobilization by generating perceptions
conducive to conservative mobilization.
In particular, this chapter highlights three critical historical preconditions that
helped set the stage for contemporary anti-immigration activism. These include: (1) the
move toward greater economic integration between the United States and Mexico (2) the
United States' shift toward more militarized border enforcement operated under the
increasingly punitive logic of 'prevention through deterrence,' and (3) a simultaneous
escalation of public anger and fear in the United States over issues of unauthorized
immigration, drugs and terrorism that were stoked by entrepreneuring government actors
and agencies.
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How Changes in the Broader Context Impact Social Movement Mobilization
Political Opportunity
Historians and sociologists alike recognize the significant impact the social and
political context can have on movement emergence. Paraphrasing Marx, Meyer (2004:
125) notes, "social protest movements make history…albeit not in circumstances they
choose." In other words activism does not unfold in a vacuum. How movements emerge
and the goals, strategies and tactics they pursue, are bounded by incentives or
disincentives for collective action generated by the broader social and political context
(Tarrow 1998). As a result, at certain points in time some movement-related grievances
are advantaged, while the social environment disadvantages others. Change, thus, hinges
on the presence of conditions favorable to certain grievances (Jenkins and Perrow 1977).
This chapter examines key contextual conditions that combined to advantage
contemporary anti-immigration grievances in the United States.
A useful analytical tool developed by historical and social movement scholars is
political process theory and its attendant concept of political opportunity structure
(McAdam 1999; McAdam et al 2001; Meyer and Minkoff 2004; Tarrow 1989; Tilly
1978). Political process theory makes a key distinction between internal social movement
characteristics and the political opportunity structure—the broader set of social, political,
and economic forces constraining and capacitating social movement mobilization. These
structures have also been referred to as the rules of the game and the powerful players
shaping social movement mobilization (Meyer 2004). Elements of the political
opportunity structure can include various aspects of the political system, changes in the
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system, and repression by authorities, each of which facilitate or constrain
collective action (Klandermans 2001). The kinds of constraints that present themselves
offer insight into how receptive or vulnerable a system of authority is to collective action
(McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald 1988).
While resources significantly impact mobilization, they matter only in so far as
individuals involved in a movement can recognize important cues in the ever shifting
political environment signaling that circumstances are no longer legitimate, that change is
necessary, and that change can be made (Kurzman 1996; McAdam 1999). Such ‘cues’
exist in the form of particular resource combinations or institutional arrangements
(Kitschelt 1986) and can be thought of as both subjective and objective in constitution
(McAdam 1999; Kurzman 1996). While political process theorists still argue that factors,
such as leadership skill and charisma, activist networks, ties across movements and a host
of other resources internal to a movement contribute to mobilization (Andrews 2004: 36),
the fundamental analytic focus, however, is on the role the broader context plays in
conditioning social movement dynamics.
Mobilization Facilitators: Political Elites and Public Opinion
It is the political structure—the rules of the game and its powerful players—which
simultaneously restrict and capacitate movement activity (Meyer 2004). Two of these
powerful players are political elites and public opinion. Regarding the first, social
movement mobilization can be facilitated when sympathetic elites are in control of those
aspects of the political and social system that challengers address through their
mobilization (Browning, Marshall, and Tabb 1984; Button 1989). Santoro and McGuire
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(1997), for instance, found that the women's movement for comparable worth was
facilitated by elites operating as activists inside established institutional channels. And in
a study of Latino/a mobilization, Tatalovich (1995) found that legislature composed
primarily of political liberals were more likely to prevent the passage of English-only
bills, thereby suggesting that this aspect of the political system was more receptive to
pro-Latino/a politics. Similarly I argue that the national political landscape beginning in
the 1970s and 80s helped set the stage for the emergence and growth of contemporary
anti-immigration mobilization. Windows of opportunity for anti-immigration
mobilization presented themselves in the form of a social and political scene dominated
by a strong conservative leadership eager to increasingly militarize the U.S.-Mexico
border to combat drugs and terrorism, both of which were successfully linked to
unauthorized immigration. By providing valuable support, allies open up the system of
authority to change, helping social movements navigate challenges. Often this help takes
the form of new resources or access to elites (Jenkins and Perrow 1977).
However, the general public serves as an important ally to social movements, as
well. Public perception and support go a long way in explaining why certain movements,
especially one like the anti-immigration movement initiated by relatively advantaged
members of society, find it easier to emerge and achieve success. Drawing on theories of
democratic representation (Page and Shapiro 1983; Wlezien 1995, 2004), I argue that
public opinion facilitates social movement mobilization indirectly by encouraging
politicians to "pay attention to, and vote consistent with, the policy wishes of the public"
(Agnone 2007: 1596). Since politicians are often concerned with reelection, and ignoring
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the wishes of a majority of their constituents would damage their chance at
reelection, they acquiesce (Agnone 2007: 1596). In so doing, they may generate
favorable policy outcomes that, in turn, signal to potential activists that the polity is open
to change. Favorable policies act as cues to activists, signaling whether or not
mobilization is possible and, if so, what the chance of success will be.
Public sentiments can also have a more direct impact on mobilization. Research
on right wing and conservative movements and parties in Europe, for example, supports
these claims. Studies show that large bodies of non-activist sympathizers have played a
key historical role in strengthening these movements (Berezin 2009). In Germany, France
and Austria, for instance, large proportions of youth support right wing and conservative
movements despite their unwillingness to participate (Art 2006, Miller-Idriss 2009 as
cited in Blee and Creasap 2011). In these cases, right wing and conservative movements
were able to "build on the overlap between their agendas and the beliefs of
subpopulations of general citizens" (Blee and Creasap 2011: 280). Favorable public
sentiments create a climate of opportunity for mobilization by signaling to potential
activists that they have the backing of a large segment of society. Such support imbues
the activists' cause with legitimacy, as they now come to represent not only their own
narrow interests but also those of a large segment of the population. One of the key
claims of this chapter is that public opinion towards immigration and border security
beginning in the 1970s and 80s in the United States helped generate more contemporary
waves of anti-immigration mobilization by encouraging legislators to pass anti-
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immigration policy and by providing a climate in which anti-immigration actions
and claims became viewed as legitimate.
Non-political Institutions and Strategic Action
The political opportunity perspective, however, has not remained immune to
criticism. Critics argue this thesis often focuses too narrowly on movements engaged
with the state and overemphasizes the extent to which the political context determines
mobilization and movement outcomes (Snow 2004). Additionally, Goodwin and Jasper
(1999) point out the frequent structural bias plaguing this body of literature. They argue
that the ‘structures’ the political opportunity perspective posits as seemingly invariant are
actually the result of a constant process of habituated and strategic action carried out by
individuals. Empirical analyses should, therefore, reflect this fact. In the course of
examining the role political elites and the general public played in facilitating
contemporary anti-immigration activism, the work presented in this chapter addresses
these concerns.
First, by examining the influence public opinion and public fear over immigration
played in setting the stage for contemporary anti-immigration activism, I highlight the
important role non-political institutions can play in constraining and capacitating
movement mobilization. Second, by examining the strategic adoption of immigration
policies like 'prevention through deterrence' and documenting how these served the needs
and goals of entrepreneuring government officials and technocrats, I pull back the curtain
on these seemingly invariant structures, revealing the strategic actions of which they are
continually made and re-made.
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Structuring Nativist, Neovigilante Perceptions
How do shifting structural conditions get recognized as newly emerging
opportunities for collective action? Answering this requires examining how unique social
and political contexts constrain and enable individuals' agency, shaping their perceptions
and producing mobilization. Fully understanding the emergence of contemporary antiimmigration activism therefore requires not only identifying key structural shifts
facilitating mobilization but specifying how these emerging opportunities produce
perceptions and worldviews amenable to anti-immigration mobilization. To this end, I
draw on insights gleaned from McVeigh's (2004) theory of structured ignorance, which
argues that individuals’ everyday contexts can reinforce particular conservative
worldviews by providing 'evidence' of its validity, thereby, facilitating mobilization.
McVeigh (2004) found that specific "structural conditions…provide a context in which
the worldview that is constructed within conservative organizations appears to be
consistent with what adherents are able to observe in their everyday social interaction"
(2004: 907). I argue that real changes wrought by recent legal and unauthorized migration
flows to the United States (Massey et al 2002), coupled with increasingly restrictive
immigration policies and escalating fear over immigration and border security, created a
context in which anti-immigration worldviews were supported. By merging insights from
the political opportunity perspective and structured ignorance theory, this historical
investigation, thus, directly addresses Goodwin and Jaspers' (1999) call for greater
attention to the identification and analysis of ongoing historical processes that make
political opportunity structures effective and seemingly invariant.
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Recognizing the inherent duality that exists between social movements and
their broader context grants researchers increased leverage to conceptualize movement
mobilization as an ongoing, dynamic, historical process. In the next section I apply these
insights, examining the critical role the larger, shifting social, economic and political
context played in facilitating contemporary anti-immigration activism in the United
States. In so doing, I construct a selective historical overview of important political,
economic and social changes occurring in the past several decades which helped set the
stage for contemporary anti-immigration mobilization. These include: (1) the move
toward greater economic integration between the United States and Mexico, (2) a
simultaneous escalation of public anger and fear over issues of unauthorized immigration,
drugs and terrorism that were interwoven by entrepreneuring government actors and
agencies, and (3) the shift toward more militarized border enforcement operated under
the increasingly punitive logic of 'prevention through deterrence.' By highlighting these
interrelated historical preconditions, I reconstruct the larger social and political context
out of which contemporary anti-immigration activism in the United States grew and
continues to flourish. Additionally, this discussion helps contextualize the history of
nativist, neovigilante border activism detailed in the previous chapter.
The Push for Greater Economic Integration between the United States and Mexico
The most distal structural shift that helped plant the seed of contemporary antiimmigration activism was both political and economic in nature. The introduction of the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), bolstered by the North American Free
Trade Agreement (NAFTA), and the passage of the Immigration Reform and Control Act
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(IRCA) set in motion a series of profound changes altering the way in which United
States' politicians and the public would come to view border security, immigration, and
the movement of Mexican labor. What emerged was a lopsided form of integration in
which all U.S.-Mexico markets except labor were fused together, creating a situation in
which the United States would increasingly rely upon unauthorized labor while
simultaneously attempting to restrict its flow. In this section I examine how the U.S.
arrived at that point.
The 'Bracero' Era of Immigration Policy: A Delicate Balancing Act
The outbreak of World War II in December of 1941 set in motion an economic
golden era in the United States that would last for several decades. With thousands of
capable male workers drafted to fight in the War, the United States faced a potentially
devastating shortage of agricultural labor back home. Growers demanded help from the
government. Seeking to avoid any disruption of the food supply, the United States
government acquiesced, turning to Mexico for help. Mexican farm workers—braceros—
began entering the United States in1942, according to what was supposed to be a
temporary agreement with Mexico. However, given the sustained post war boom and
lingering fears over agricultural labor shortages, Congress extended the bracero program
year after year, all the way through the late 1940s. At the same time these extensions
were granted, agricultural farmers continued to recruit unauthorized immigrants on their
own in order to keep up with growing demand for food (Navarro 2009). However, after
the introduction of the Texas Proviso, growers could not be prosecuted under U.S.
Immigration law for hiring unauthorized workers (Massey et al 2002). By the early

78

1950s, during the Korean War, legislators signed Public Law 78, essentially
transforming the once temporary bracero program into a permanent fixture of the U.S.
immigration system for 13 more years (Calavita 1992).
However, soon thereafter, economic recession and McCarthy era paranoia created
a potent mix, reigniting debate over illegal immigration by 1953. Growing public fears of
a border out of control generated intense pressure for the government to take action to at
least appear to be doing something to ameliorate the problem. At the same time,
however, growers were still pressuring for more cheap labor from Mexico. In 1954, the
INS initiated "Operation Wetback" in order to placate an angered and fearful public, stem
rising nativist undercurrents, and satisfy agricultural farmers seeking inexpensive labor
(Dunn 1996; Navarro 2009).
Operation Wetback proved successful as a public relations tool (Calavita 1992).
Militarization of the U.S.-Mexico border increased, and migrant apprehensions soared.
This placated a fearful public while making the U.S. government appear tough on
unauthorized immigration. In 1954, for instance, the total number of migrants INS
apprehended swelled to over 1 million for the first time ever in the history of the United
States. All the while, however, INS had doubled the number of bracero visas in order to
satisfy growers' budding labor demands (Massey, et al. 2002). This two-faced approach
to the issue is best illustrated by reports demonstrating that on several occasions INS
officials raided fields in the southwestern United States, arrested unauthorized migrants,
brought them back to the border and promptly handed them over to individuals from the
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U.S. Department of Labor who registered them as braceros and, subsequently, had
them shipped back to the farms from which they came (Calavita 1992).
The end result, however, was a public satisfied with what appeared to be a
crackdown on unauthorized immigration and greater security at and control over the
U.S.-Mexico border, as well as a powerful contingent of growers content with their
supply of cheap labor. Soon enough, the public forgot about the issue of unauthorized
immigration. The bracero compromise left everyone happy: "growers got a plentiful
supply of workers on favorable terms, while the public got the perception of a controlled
border" (Massey et al 2002: 38). This overwhelming success garnered the INS greater
prestige, power, and resources, and ultimately, would foreshadow a new era in United
States' border enforcement.
The End of the 'Bracero' Era
Eventually, however, the delicate compromise the federal government had struck
between the public and growers came to an end as a result of important economic,
political and social shifts in the United States beginning in the early 1960s. In the wake
of an economic upturn, McCarthy-era paranoia and nativism waned (Massey et al 2002).
As income and standard of living grew, Americans turned their gaze inward and began
addressing moral contradictions in their own back yard. Chief among these was the fact
that despite spearheading a campaign against Communism and oppressive dictatorships
abroad, America itself still tolerated racial bigotry. This obvious moral dilemma spurred a
highly visible and successful civil rights campaign that would eventually lead to the
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eradication of the bracero program, which, in an age of renewed moral scrutiny,
appeared exploitative (Navarro 2009).
Amidst the growing civil rights movement and the collective push in the
American conscience to address obvious moral contradictions at home, the bracero
program was given the boot. Moreover, growers had become increasingly dissatisfied
with the program by the early 1960s as corruption in the system became well entrenched.
Rather than dealing with red tape and growing malfeasance, farmers turned to hiring
unauthorized immigrants themselves. With growers waving the white flag in the fight for
cheap labor, the civil rights movement essentially destroyed the bracero era of
immigration and, inadvertently, helped usher in a new system of clandestine migration to
the United States (Massey et al 2002).
The Rise of Unauthorized Immigration to the United States
Four specific shifts in the political and social context during the 1940s and 1960s
coalesced to produce rapidly increasing rates of unauthorized immigration to the United
States, from Mexico, that continued into the late 1980s. First, growers had become overly
dependent on cheap Mexican labor, so much so that they were often reluctant to hire
American workers (Massey et al 2002). Second, with Mexicans performing the majority
of farm labor since WWII, agricultural work became distasteful to many Americans.
Farm work became the realm of foreigners and the desperate. Dependence upon cheap
labor and shifting attitudes toward manual labor meant, by the mid 1960s, the United
States had developed a structural dependence on immigrant workers (Piore 1979),
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paradoxically locking itself into a relationship with what would soon become one of
the public's greatest fears.
At this time not only had the United States developed an addiction to foreign
labor, but Mexican workers—having been exposed to relatively high wages and a
growing standard of living—themselves underwent important changes in how they
perceived work, as well as the very ambitions they held for themselves and their families.
This in turn led to Mexican laborers' rapid accumulation of human and social capital
between the 1940s and 1960s, which created greater incentives to risk unauthorized
migration (Massey et al 2002). Back in Mexico, families displaying their newfound
wealth resulting from bracero work induced feelings of relative deprivation among those
having never worked in the United States. This, of course, spurred more out-migration
from Mexico (Reichert 1981).
Finally, encouraged by the bracero program, mass migration back and forth
between Mexico and the United States created a wealth of human and social capital,
which, in essence, lowered greatly the costs and risks associated with legal, as well as
unauthorized, migration. As individuals became more familiar with U.S. labor practices,
the English language and American lifestyle, and how to deal witch U.S. immigration
officials, the cost of migration shrunk while the potential rewards grew (Massey et. al
2002). At the same time, Mexico's own economic golden era was coming to close by the
mid-1960s (Centeno 1994).
Along with new U.S. limits imposed on legal immigration from Mexico, these
factors soon coalesced to produced rapid unauthorized immigration from Mexico to the
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United States (Massey et al 2002: 42). The decades long development of the
bracero program and its abrupt end, as well as changes in the social and political context
in both Mexico and the United States beginning in the 1960s created a set of "powerful
migration-promoting forces" such that "undocumented migration was the only possible
outlet" (Massey et al 2002: 45).
A Broken Immigration System Emerges
A series of integrative-oriented changes in the political economy of North
America beginning in 1986 delivered the final blow to this precariously balanced system
and unleashed ripples across the U.S. political and social landscape which would later
foster a political climate conducive to the emergence of the contemporary antiimmigration movement. These changes sought to unite previously separate U.S. and
Mexican markets. What made this problematic, however, was that at the same time the
United States and Mexico were integrating markets for capital, goods and information,
the United States was eager to keep the two nations' labor markets separate by
introducing restrictionist immigration legislation (Andreas 2009; Massey et al. 2002).
These contradictory policies pursued by the United States government, and the changes it
introduced in the political and social landscape beginning in the mid 1980s, explain a
significant part of why the contemporary anti-immigration movement exploded onto the
scene in the early-2000s, normalizing nativist sentiments and even border vigilantism for
many.
The two biggest events that helped open the flood gates of unauthorized
immigration to the United States were Mexico's entry into the General Agreement on
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Tariffs and Trade (GATT) and the U.S. Congress's passage of the Immigration
Reform and Control Act (IRCA) (Massey et al 2002). On January 1, 1994 the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) was signed into law, irrevocably committing
the United States and Mexico to a policy of economic integration. While trade between
the two countries expanded greatly after Mexico's entry into GATT, it received an added
boost after NAFTA (Massey et al 2002: 80-81). Concomitant to Mexico's entry into
GATT, cross-border traffic between the two nations also accelerated, reaching
unprecedented levels by 1997 (Massey et al 2002: 81). With the liberalization of
agriculture in Mexico, including large reductions in state assistance to rural Mexican
areas, strong incentives emerged for many Mexicans to migrate (Levy and van
Wijnbergen 1992; Martin 1995 cited in Andreas 2009: 105).
However, while Mexico's entry into GATT and the signing of NAFTA rapidly
began to economically integrate Mexico and the United States over the next two decades,
the United States sought to keep the two nations' labor markets separate by adamantly
pursuing restrictionist immigration policy as early as 1986. What is most important in
understanding the United States' post-1986 policy stance towards U.S.-Mexico
immigration and border security are the political and economic changes occurring in and
outside the country at that time which made it easy and advantageous for political actors
in the United States to frame border and immigration issues in terms of a 'crisis' (Massey
et al 2002), thereby facilitating a wave of anti-immigration backlash still felt to this day.
In the next section I examine how political actors and the public interacted to
reframe emerging border and immigration issues in terms of a crisis, thereby producing a
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climate of fear that would fuel an increasingly punitive orientation, ultimately
culminating in a series of restrictionist policies undergirded by a new 'prevention through
deterrence' mentality. In so doing, I highlight not only the ways in which institutional
actors alter the structure of opportunities for mobilization and serve as important
movement allies, but also the overlooked role non-institutional actors, such as the general
public, play in signaling how open or closed the system is to mobilization.
The Immigration 'Crisis' and the Politics of Fear
The 1970s were tough economically and geopolitically for the United States.
Petroleum prices shot up after 1973 as a result of the Arab oil embargo, leading to a
prolonged recession in the United States. Between 1970 and 1980 the dollar's value
dropped dramatically and the unemployment rate jumped nearly 50 percent, while
median income declined and income inequality rose. Geopolitically, the United States
was embroiled in a difficult Cold War and helplessly looked on as the South Vietnamese
government fell while Cuba and the Soviet Union remained firmly Communist (Massey
et al 2002).
As a result of a series of economic downturns and waning geopolitical power, the
American public was frustrated, angry, and needed a scapegoat to blame. Ronald
Reagan's term promised positive changes and a clear enemy to which the public could
attribute fear and blame. America's growing immigrant population, as well as its growing
drug addiction, became that scapegoat. Border control was framed as a matter of national
security and linked to the Cold War, the threat of foreign terrorism, and violence
associated with drug importation and usage (Andreas 2009; Massey et al 2002).
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Peter Andreas (2009: xiv) argues border and immigration issues were,
beginning during this period, narrated as a loss of state control, and, therefore, politician
and technocrats' efforts on this front were "less about deterring the flow of drugs and
migrants than about recrafting the image of the border and symbolically reaffirming the
state's territorial authority." As a result of this framing, the logical solution became
escalating border militarization over the next decade.
These changes also altered the role public opinion would play in the battle over
immigration reform. As politicians began equating a safe border with a militarized
border, the public began expecting and even demanding increased militarization,
becoming increasingly restrictionist in their orientation (Harwood 1986). According to
Gallup polls, increasing percentages of Americans between 1965 and 1995 believed that
immigration should be decreased. During this period, those supporting decreases in
immigration levels nearly doubled from approximately 33 percent to 62 percent. Between
1984 and 1993 the percentage of Americans believing there were too many Hispanics
entering the United States grew from 53 percent to 62 percent (Jones 2006). These
national findings are mirrored among traditional migrant destination states. In California,
for instance, percentages viewing illegal immigration as very serious problem jumped
from approximately 65 percent to roughly 77 percent between 1982 and 1993. Among
non-Latinos this figure climbed from 66 percent to 82 percent and, increases were even
more noticeable among political conservatives. Even Democrats experienced an increase
of almost 8 percent (Barkan 2003).
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Ironically, this growing issue saliency among the public shifted a measure of
control away from government actors and into the hands of the trepid masses, increasing
the role public opinion would play in facilitating anti-immigration mobilization. Research
by Burstein (2003), for instance, finds that when issue saliency increases, public opinion
has a greater impact on policy outcomes. From the perspective of political opportunity
theory, policy changes can represent opportunities for mobilization by signaling that
mobilization is more likely to be successful. In other words, greater issue saliency means
public opinion has a greater impact on policy. And policy alteration, in turn, represents
change in the political opportunity structure, change potentially conducive to
mobilization attached to highly salient issues.
Transposing this logic to the case at hand, because immigration and border issue
saliency skyrocketed during these periods and because attitudes became more
restrictionist and punitive, this helped ensure public opinion would encourage the
production of restrictionist and punitive policies. Such policy changes during this period
(discussed in more detail below), in turn, signaled to constituents that conservative
mobilization could and would be increasingly successful, thereby facilitating antiimmigration mobilization. More generally, this reveals that not only did political actors
and government institutions play a central role in facilitating eventual anti-immigration
activism, but non-political institutions, like public opinion, also helped set the stage for
anti-immigration mobilization. Highlighting both the role of state and (often overlooked)
non-state actors provides a clearer understanding of the interrelated preconditions
ushering in contemporary anti-immigration activism in the United States.
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Increasing Restrictionist Immigration Measures
Passed in October 1986, the Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) was
the first step in Congress' move toward visibly cracking down on unauthorized
immigration, and, subsequently, placating the American electorate's fears of an
immigrant invasion. As such, its passage represented a visible shift in the political
opportunity structure confronting the growing number of angry, fearful Americans. More
than any other immigration policy change at the time, IRCA's passage signaled that both
the American electorate was supportive of such reform and that a growing number of
restrictionists mobilizing at the grassroots level had sympathetic allies in high places.
Political opportunities then continued to expand incrementally with the passage of the
1990 Immigration Act and a number of restrictionist reforms initiated at the state-level.
IRCA imposed employer sanctions on businesses found to have knowingly hired
unauthorized migrants, increased resources available to Border Patrol, granted amnesty
for unauthorized migrants able to prove continuous residence in the United States and
bestowed the president the power to declare immigration emergencies (Dunn 1996; Lorey
1999; Navarro 2009). While this piece of legislation signaled a more visible commitment
to developing an adequate solution that would help the United States take control of its
border, it had the unintended consequence of facilitating increased unauthorized
immigration to the United States (Andreas 2009). By legalizing over 2 million Mexicans
proving continuous residence in the U.S., IRCA greatly increased the odds that their
relatives would attempt a crossing (Massey and Espinosa 1997).
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Congress then passed the 1990 Immigration Act to crack down on rising
clandestine border crossings. This law allocated funds to expand the number of Border
Patrol agents, laid down more stringent employer sanctions, increased punishment for
various immigration violations, removed inefficiencies associated with prosecuting and
deporting unauthorized migrants, and again placed numerical limits on the number of
immigrants admitted annually (Massey et al 2002).
During the 1980s and 1990s states begin jumping on board with the federal
government's tough stance on unauthorized immigration, though most actions were more
symbolic than anything else. The most common symbolic display of pro-American
sentiment was made through the passage of English-as-official-language laws. By 1998
roughly half of the states in the U.S. had passed legislation making English the official
language of the state (www.us-english.org as cited in Massey et al 2002). Perhaps the
most notorious state initiative was California's Proposition 187, which denied education
and health care to unauthorized immigrants. While ultimately determined to be
unconstitutional, Prop 187 and other state measures played to and reinforced public fears
and anxiety over unauthorized immigration and border security while at the same time
signaling to the federal government that many states were willing to jump on the antiimmigration bandwagon (Chavez 2008; Massey et al 2002; Navarro 2009).
The historical record thus reveals that while political actors and government
institutions played a central role in facilitating eventual anti-immigration activism, they
did not do so alone. Rather, they interacted with and fueled and were fueled by key nonpolitical institutions like public opinion. IRCA and other restrictionist policy initiatives,
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coupled with growing levels of fear and unease within the public, combined to
signal to early anti-immigration sympathizers that the political and social system were
opening up and becoming more conducive to conservative, anti-immigration
mobilization. By highlighting both the role of state and non-state actors, I provided a
more refined portrayal of how important preconditions intermixed to produce changes in
the social and political environment that presented ever expanding windows of
opportunity that contemporary anti-immigration activists would increasingly recognize
and exploit.
Prevention Through Deterrence
The increasingly punitive approach to border security and immigration control
sparked in the mid-1980s culminated in the establishment of what has been referred to as
a 'prevention through deterrence' strategy, which went into full swing in 1993 and 1994.
Public and government officials' support for the explicit development and elaboration of
such a strategy again signaled an expansion of the newly emerging opportunities
presenting themselves to anti-immigration sympathizers and activists during this time.
Developed by the INS, the premise behind 'prevention through deterrence' was to
rapidly militarize and secure the border in order to prevent migrants from attempting
clandestine crossings in the first place, thereby avoiding having to deport them after
apprehension. The strategy focused on injecting resources into the most salient points of
unauthorized entry in order to raise significantly the cost of clandestine crossings by
pushing migrants into more remote, difficult crossing locations. As the cost of crossing
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increased, it was argued that would-be crossers would become overly frustrated and
give up or simply run out of resources necessary to attempt the crossing (Andreas 2009).
The strategy was first implemented in 1993 in El Paso, Texas. Its first
instantiation, Operation Blockade (later termed Hold-the-Line), brought great success. By
1994 the INS and the Defense Department's Center for Low Intensity Conflict had
worked out a strategy to implement 'prevention through deterrence' in other high traffic
sectors throughout the southwest. Operation Gatekeeper, launched just south of San
Diego in the most popular unauthorized crossing point at that time, also proved highly
successful. Areas that once accounted for nearly two-thirds of all unauthorized crossings
into the United States had been all but sealed shut (Andreas 2009). However, as
unauthorized migrant flows were predictably deflected away from these areas, more
operations were launched in what became high traffic areas. In 1995 "Operation
Safeguard" was established in Nogales, Arizona; in 1996 Operation Gatekeeper was
extended by 60 miles; and in 1997 Operation Hold-the-Line garnered another ten miles;
thirty-six miles in southeast Texas became home to "Operation Rio Grande" in 1997; and
in 1999 "Operation Safeguard" was extended out to Douglas and Naco, Arizona (Massey
et al 2002).
The strategy of 'prevention through deterrence,' successfully reduced unauthorized
migrant flows in highly visible, widely popular crossing points, and thus helped recraft
the image of the border from that of out of control to increasingly secure. Yet, it had the
adverse effect of rewarding and promoting 'prevention' at the expense of 'apprehension'.
This policy simply rerouted crossing attempts, ushering in a new era of professionalized
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border crossing in which experienced guides helped individuals successfully enter
the United States through unauthorized areas. Because INS and border patrol officials
could show that migrant flows had dipped in areas where militarization was enacted, they
kept receiving more and more government funding despite evidence that, overall,
unauthorized migration flows were not decreasing (Andreas 2009; Massey et al 2002).
This, of course, provided continued incentive to militarize and expand. While the smoke
and mirrors strategy projected a secure, orderly image of the border necessary to placate
the public, it did little to actually stem unauthorized immigration (Andreas 2009; U.S.
Commission on Immigration Reform 1997).
By 1996 the punitive mentality had become deeply embedded in U.S. Congress.
That year Congress turned the screws even tighter on immigration, passing a trio of
restrictionist laws that affected both legal and illegal immigration and further reinforced
the linkages between immigration and national security. These included the Illegal
Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA), The Anti-Terrorism
and Effective Death Penalty Act (AEDPA) and a piece of welfare reform known as the
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA).
Terrorism and September 11, 2001
The turn of the 21st century saw the swing toward an attempted revival of
expansionist immigration policy and away from restrictionist practices in the United
States. However, no sooner had President George W. Bush expressed his willingness to
work toward expansionist reform and the AFL-CIO opened its arms to unauthorized
workers when the United States was rocked by the terrorist attacks of September 11,
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2001, quickly derailing any hopes for expansionist immigration policy reform.
While the attacks certainly impacted the political and security landscape in the U.S. and
abroad, it would be an overstatement to suggest it dramatically altered the way the U.S.
approached unauthorized immigration and border control. Rather it served to accelerate
and intensify practices previously established in the late 1980s and early 1990s (Andreas
2009). According to Andreas (2009: 173),
"rather than a radical departure from the past, September 11 provided a
political and bureaucratic window of opportunity to sustain, deepen, and
geographically expand prior border policing strategies. This involved both
a traditional hardening of border controls by building more physical
barriers and deploying additional border patrol agents and a partial 'debording' and 'thickening' of controls by projecting more policing and
surveillance activities beyond borders."
This tightening of security along the border illustrated that security was now more
important than trade (Massey et al 2002). Border policy in the United States, even more
so that before, became driven by anxiety, fear, and anger. Immigration reform was placed
on the backburner as the prevention of unauthorized immigration flows in the name of
homeland security and counter-terrorism led to greater militarization and renewed efforts
to construct fences along the U.S.-Mexico border (Andreas 2009). Moreover, in addition
to generally shifting the United States toward accelerated border enforcement and
xenophobia, 9-11 and its aftermath served as a 'moral shock', spurring many Americans
to personally seek out ways to redress the grievances suddenly thrust upon them. As
previously mentioned, this shock was a proximate spur to mobilization for early leaders
of MMP and MCDC.
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Post-IRCA Policies and the Structuring of Nativist, Neovigilante Perceptions
In the previous section I argued that public discourse was manipulated and framed
by government actors, sparking fear and anger over immigration and border security
issues. This in turn gave political entrepreneurs a veritable green light to pursue
restrictionist policy, thereby favorably altering the structure of opportunities for antiimmigration mobilization. The relationship, however, was recursive. Public support for
restrictionist and punitive measures created a feedback loop, fueling the growth of antiimmigration legislation. Together, these proximate changes in policy and public opinion
altered the political and social landscape, signaling new opportunities for antiimmigration mobilization.
Post-1986 immigration policies, in particular, not only produced negative
consequences, but "they ensured that such consequences [befell] the largest number of
people in the widest variety of U.S. regions" (Massey et al 2002: 126). Drawing on a
theory of 'structured ignorance' (McVeigh 2004), I explain how structural changes
stemming from post-1986 immigration policies, which were undoubtedly experienced as
negative by many Americans, helped foster the anti-immigration, vigilante worldview
found in the contemporary anti-immigration movement. By identifying the processes by
which a changing environment can impact and reinforce beliefs and attitudes fostering
sentiments conducive to conservative mobilization, structured ignorance theory helps
plug theoretical and empirical gaps associated with the political process model.
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Real Problems, Real Consequences
According to Massey et al, as a result of punitive, post-IRCA immigration
policies, unauthorized immigration—once a regional phenomenon primarily restricted to
a few states—grew into a national problem. Depressed wages, growing job informality
and greater marginalization of workers spread across the United States, particularly into
the Northeast, Midwest and Southeast (2002: 128). In addition to displaying greater
geographic dispersion, after the introduction of IRCA, unauthorized migrants began to
spend more time in the United States than they had during previous eras. Rather than
deterring migrants from attempting unauthorized crossings, more punitive laws simply
discouraged them from returning home since the cost, in both practical and financial
terms, had increased. Once migrants had to begin crossing through more hostile, desolate
environments, the amount of risk assumed went up. Having risked their lives, migrants
were unlikely to return as quickly, if at all (Massey et al 2002: 129).
After the prevention through deterrence strategy was enacted in El Paso and San
Diego in the mid-90s the probability of apprehension, as one would expect, went up
dramatically. By the late 1990s, however, it was falling. In fact, Mexican men and
women were more likely to attempt unauthorized immigration to the United States after
border militarization escalated and more restrictionist policies were enacted (Massey et al
2002: 110). Not only did the apprehension probability plummet after the prevention
through deterrence strategy was enacted, but the United States government wasted a
considerable amount of financial resources funding INS and border patrol operations.
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Despite an annual operation budget in excess of 1 billion dollars, border
enforcement became increasingly inefficient (Massey et al 2002: 116-118).
By leveling more punitive sanctions against employers knowingly hiring
unauthorized immigrants, IRCA sought to cut off access to jobs luring migrants to the
United States. However, as long as employers inspected what appeared to be legitimate
documents and filled out and kept an I-9 form for every employee, they were not liable
for any unauthorized migrants they might have working for them. In this way, IRCA
created strong incentive for the development of a black market for fake immigration
documents. By letting employers off the hook so easily, IRCA defeated its intended
purpose of stemming unauthorized immigration through the use of employer sanctions.
Moreover, post-IRCA immigration reform lowered wages and working conditions not
only for unauthorized immigrants but all workers in industries like agriculture,
construction gardening and custodial services—irrespective of legal status or citizenship.
Ultimately, criminalizing the hiring of unauthorized immigrants simply further
marginalized U.S. workers by promoting income inequality, subcontracting and informal
hiring (Massey et al 2002).
Up to this point I have argued that structural shifts in legislation and public
opinion stoked the flames of anti-immigration mobilization by restructuring the every day
lived experiences of individuals already susceptible or at least open to the minuteman
agenda. I describe how these larger structural shifts in policy and public opinion
manifested themselves in the daily lives of ordinary individuals. In the following section,
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I note how the effects wrought by these changes fostered perceptions conducive to
anti-immigration micromobilization by providing 'evidence' pointing to their validity.
Structuring Nativist, Neovigilante Perceptions
As this review of restrictionist policy and its consequences demonstrates,
immigration reform beginning in the late 1980s largely had the unintended consequence
of promoting, rather than preventing unauthorized immigration to the United States.
Wasted spending and ineffectual border control presented sources of frustration for
American citizens. The significant structural changes wrought by this collection of
policies—the effects of which were undoubtedly experienced as negative by a vast
number of Americans (Massey et al 2002)—had a significant impact on anti-immigration
mobilization by reinforcing particular worldviews conducive to conservative
mobilization.14 The logic undergirding this argument comes from sociologist Rory
McVeigh's (2004) theory of 'structured ignorance'. McVeigh's general idea is that
exogenous shifting structural conditions—in my case an increase in restrictionist policy
and public opinion—alter individuals' everyday contexts in such a way that their
perceptions, despite being steeped in ignorance and misinformation, nonetheless appear
to be 'true' to them because the environment in which they live is providing them with
'evidence' supportive of such views.
One particular worldview that gained traction during this period of changing
structural circumstances was a constellation of negative sentiments known as the Latino
14

Here I am drawing largely on Massey et al.'s (2002) narrative and extending it by
connecting these negative structural shifts to the emergence of a particular antiimmigration worldview (embodied in the Latino threat narrative), which in turn, helped
give rise to contemporary anti-immigration activism in the United States.
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Threat Narrative (Chavez 2008). Over time, the discursive history of Mexican
immigration to the U.S. has become replete with themes suggesting that Mexican
immigration, the Mexican population, and Latin American immigration, generally, are a
"national security threat" (Chavez 2008: 22). This narrative alleges that Latinos have
problems integrating socially and culturally into the U.S. They are an unchanging people,
happy to seal themselves off from modern society with little or no interest in learning
English. Latinos conspire to revolt and reconquer U.S. land that once belonged to
Mexico. Their presence destroys medical and educational institutions, as well as the
privileges and rights of U.S. citizens (Chavez 2008: 177). The Latino Threat Narrative
emerges from a cohesive:
"history of ideas, laws, narratives, myths, and knowledge production in
social sciences, sciences, the media and the arts…[constituting] a
'discourse,' a formation or cluster of ideas, images and practices that
construct knowledge of, ways of talking about, and forms of conduct
associated with a particular topic, social activity or institutional site in
society" (Chavez 2008: 22).
What might seem like unrelated images, comments, or characterizations about Latinos
are, in fact, bound together coherently. According to Hall (1997) such discursive
formations define what we understand to be true in a particular context and what sort of
subjects or persons embody a set of characteristics.
The structurally induced, taken for granted nature of such a narrative is what
makes it pervasive and convincing for those involved in the contemporary antiimmigration movement. As Chavez (2008) notes, it can be understood in terms of
Antonio Gramsci's concepts of hegemony and common sense. Hegemony is a
collectively held set of beliefs, values and attitudes supporting an established order. The
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historically bound and widespread, unconscious and largely unquestioned
acceptance of its order, Gramsci termed 'common sense' (1971). In this regard, U.S.
'common sense' incorporates within it the prevailing hegemonic Latino Threat Narrative,
thereby contributing to the proliferation of anti-immigration mobilization. Popular
discursive formations comprising the Latino Threat Narrative, therefore, constituted an
important part of the social landscape in which many individuals lived.
Thus, I argue that what Massey et al (2002) construe as negative work-related,
demographic and structural changes set in motion by restrictionist policies reinforced
through public opinion helped foster anti-immigration mobilization because they
provided a context in which a Latino Threat Narrative could be widely disseminated and
accepted as truth. After all, given the widespread negative impacts these policy changes
created throughout the United States, this worldview appeared congruent with what many
individuals observed and endured on a daily basis. Of course, as these negative structural
changes unfolded, media outlets and enterprising government officials, at the same time,
were especially helpful in reaffirming the kind of conservative worldview that would
garner attention and increased financial and electoral support.
Conclusion
This history of shifting social, economic, and political conditions represents the
context out of which contemporary anti-immigration activism has emerged. Focusing on
three primary historical preconditions, I have shown how the context of the last several
decades presented opportunities and obstacles for anti-immigration activism led by
nativist, neovigilante organizations like MMP and MCDC. Important shifts in the North
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American political economy⎯the rise and fall of golden economic eras in both the
United States and Mexico and the concomitant rise and fall of the bracero program; a
move toward rapid economic integration between the two countries beginning with
Mexico's entry into GATT and the drafting of NAFTA; and the United States'
paradoxical insistence on maintaining separate, distinct labor markets⎯coupled with
tenuous geopolitical circumstances faced by the United States at the start of the Cold
War—created a social and political landscape in the United States in which widespread
anxiety and anger over unauthorized immigration and border security became a fixture.
Disjointed U.S.-Mexico economic integration, increasingly punitive immigration policy,
and growing public hysteria stoked by enterprising and highly incentivized government
officials coalesced to set the stage for the contemporary wave of anti-immigration
activism sweeping the United States today.
Amidst political and economic changes, government officials and politicians
seized upon various windows of opportunity, and with the support of an indignant and
fearful public, enacted increasingly punitive, restrictionist immigration legislation
beginning in the late 1980s. During this period it became politically profitable for
politicians and materially profitable for specific government agencies, like the INS and
border patrol, to bring unauthorized immigration and border security into the spotlight.
By framing immigration as a matter of national security and the border as out of control
and in need of securing, these actors successfully provided the American public with
scapegoats upon which all its fears and anger stemming from broader changes in the
social, political and economic environment could be foisted. Unauthorized
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immigrants⎯depicted as poverty stricken or inclined toward terrorism⎯and illegal
drugs, linked to violence and destruction, came to embody a new, foreign threat that had
to be dealt with.
During this time politicians and the American electorate orchestrated a mutually
reinforcing and escalating cycle of fear and anger such that it became impossible for
leaders to not appear tough on these issues. As a result the U.S.-Mexico border became
more militarized and immigration legislation more punitive and restrictive. Despite
findings suggesting that militarization and more punitive legislation often failed to have
any meaningful impact on the flow of unauthorized immigration (Andreas 2009; U.S.
Commission on Immigration Reform 1997), political leaders and the American public
continued to favor a prevention-through-deterrence strategy toward immigration control.
Border militarization, more stringent enforcement of immigration laws, and the
procurement of more punitive measures since 1986 constituted more of a symbolic
gesture and ritualistic performance rather than an actual method of deterring unauthorized
migrant, terrorist and drug flows (Andreas 2009). As I have suggested, this was most
proximately driven by public insecurities, fear and anger over increasing integration with
Mexico, itself a direct result of changing economic trade policies in the United States.
Drawing on McVeigh's (2004) theory of structured ignorance allows one to see the
linkages between these documented structural shifts, the genesis and widespread
acceptance of negative immigration sentiments embodied in the Latino Threat Narrative,
and more recent anti-immigration activism led by minutemen. In so doing I specified the
changing contexts and the effects wrought by those changes that ended up providing
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'evidence' used to legitimize and sustain a certain constellation of anti-immigration
attitudes conducive to conservative mobilization.
This chapter also helped address some of the criticism frequently hurled at the
political process perspective. First, by examining not only the logic of 'prevention
through deterrence' and other restrictionist immigration policy but also how the strategic
adoption of such policies served the needs and goals of entrepreneuring government
official and technocrats, I demonstrated the ways in which ongoing strategic actions
continually made and remade the seemingly invariant social structures at the center of
this chapter's analysis.
It is also true that much of the scholarship associated with political process theory
has too often focused narrowly on the role the state plays in constraining and capacitating
movement mobilization. By recognizing the role public attitudes and fear over
immigration played in laying the proximate foundation for contemporary antiimmigration activism, I showed how non-state actors and institutions played a key role in
mobilizing conservative activism. These findings complement chapters in this
dissertation examining how anti-immigration organizations and their charismatic leaders
created and were shaped by the opportunities and obstacles they faced while mobilizing
against unauthorized immigration. Focusing on both state and non-state actors further
illuminates strategic and non-strategic processes through which seemingly invariant
political opportunity structures are made and remade.
This chapter also suggested political process and structured ignorance theories
could be used to understand the relationship between structural changes and actors'
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interpretations of these changes in the context of contemporary anti-immigration
activism in the United States. Later chapters specify the micro-level social processes
underlying actors' support for and participation in anti-immigration social movement
activity.
Finally, I do not mean to imply that contemporary anti-immigration activism has
emerged unchecked by any opponents. Indeed, it is rare that controversial movements
arise without facing some form of resistance. Successful mobilization often produces
opposition. In the case examined here, for instance, such resistance took the form of
powerful, briefly sustained pro-migrant countermobilization.
In the next chapter, I examine how this opposition unfolded by paying careful
attention the movement-countermovement dynamic that emerged between anti- and proimmigration forces beginning in 2005. In so doing, I analyze how pro-migrant
countermobilization inadvertently augmented and helped sustain anti-immigration
activism. Finally, I highlight how this unfolding dynamic between opponents shaped the
tactics and outcomes pursued by nativist, neovigilante organizations.
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CHAPTER 3: PRO- AND ANTI-IMMIGRATION FORCES COLLIDE: THEORIZING
MECHANISMS OF MOVEMENT COUNTERMOVEMENT INTERACTION
Introduction
In this chapter I shift away from my previous focus on unearthing the historical
preconditions of contemporary anti-immigration mobilization to instead assess the
dynamic interactions between this movement and the oppositional forces challenging it.
Understanding the recent trajectory of the contemporary anti-immigration movement and
the tactics, decisions and strategies pursued by groups like MMP and MCDC requires
acknowledging not only its historical origins but also its relation to the forms of
resistance it has met. By 2005 minuteman and related conservative organizations had
successfully grabbed media headlines, disrupted at least some unauthorized migrant
flows, and pushed for stricter border enforcement and immigration control. These
successes indirectly precipitated renewed oppositional activity. By 2006 an equally
visible resistance in the form of pro-migrant countermobilization had emerged.
Here I examine the impact pro-migrant countermobilization had on antiimmigration mobilization and, in turn, how anti-immigration strategies and responses
impacted this growing opposition. I demonstrate how opposing movements not only
adversely affect each other, but how they can also unintentionally create opportunities
and generate mobilization for one another (Andrews 2004; Lo 1982; Meyer and
Staggenborg 1996; Zald and Useem 1997; Fetner 2001). In so doing, I identify and
elaborate four general processes through which this unintentional fanning of the
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opponent's flames—and thus continued (re)triggering of movementcountermovement interactions—occurs.
Of Movements, Countermovements and Opposition
We know that politically relevant movements frequently generate
countermovements. But, what exactly is a countermovement? The usual litmus test in this
area hinges on the old adage, "I know it when I see it." This would be less problematic if
politically progressive movements did not, historically, serve as the paradigmatic case in
the subfield. Because of scholarly infatuation with such movements, the term
'countermovement' has become a synonym for conservative cases. Conservative social
movements are, more often than not, thought to be triggered by the initial mobilization of
their politically progressive counterparts—'real' social movements.
The small but growing body of literature on immigration-based activism clings to
these scholastic stereotypes about movements and countermovements and conservative
and progressive cases. As such, researchers mistakenly characterize the contemporary
anti-immigration movement as an entirely reactive phenomenon spurred by the initial
mobilization of pro-immigrant forces in 2006 (see, for example: Martinez 2011). The
general consensus among these scholars is that contemporary pro-immigration forces
mobilized most proximately in reaction to the U.S. House of Representatives' passage of
H.R. 4437 in 2005 (Bloemraad, Voss and Lee 2011; Chavez 2008; DeSipio 2011;
Martinez 2011; Shaw 2011; Wang and Winn 2011), a piece of restrictionist legislation
that, among other things, would have made unauthorized residence in the United States a
felony. Contemporary anti-immigration mobilization is then argued to be a reaction to the
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subsequent spike in pro-immigration mobilization generated by HR 4437. However,
if contemporary anti-immigration mobilization were, in fact, a reaction to proimmigration rallies and marches of 2006, then we would expect to see little antiimmigration mobilization prior to this.
In fact, the weight of the historical record reveals just the opposite. Two thousand
and five was actually a notable high point in the contemporary anti-immigration
movement, as it was marked by a resurgence in its border vigilante wing (described in
chapter 1) and witnessed a crucial window of opportunity open up for the passage of
restrictionist immigration legislation. Indeed, as I showed in the previous two chapters,
anti-immigration mobilization was underway long before 2005 and well before the proimmigration rallies swept across the nation in 2006. Anti-immigration mobilization
emerged out of a complex, multi-decade long series of historical shifts in the North
American political-economy and changing cultural perceptions among political elites and
the public about border security and immigration. It is thus more appropriate to think of
contemporary pro-immigration mobilization emerging as a reaction to this growing
stream of restrictionist sentiment and renewed vigor surrounding increased attempts at
passing restrictionist legislation. If anything, then, pro-immigration mobilization in 2006
is best thought of as the reactionary countermovement15.
Of course, this is a silly way to go about defining countermovements because, in
some sense, all movements are reactionary, constantly responding to expanding and

15

A study of the role Spanish language media played in the immigrant protests suggests
many were taking up arms in reaction to both H.R. 4437 and growing anti-immigrant
sentiment (Ramirez 2011).
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contracting opportunities and obstacles in their environment. While conservative
movements are thought to be inherently 'reactionary', this supposition is merely an
artifact of case selection bias and unspoken assumptions smuggled in by well intentioned,
albeit misguided, researchers. I am not alone in recognizing this problem (see for
example, Andrews 2004; Lo 1982). In an attempt to more rigorously conceptualize
countermovements, Meyer and Staggenborg (1996: 1631) define countermovements as "a
movement that makes contrary claims simultaneously to those of the original movement."
This definition is, of course, preferable to the old "I know it when I see it approach"
because it helps us avoid the frequent error many scholars make in conflating
conservative movements with countermovements or assuming countermovements must
be reactionary (Lo 1982). Countermovements, contend Meyer and Staggenborg (1996:
1631) "share many of the same objects of concern as the social movements that they
oppose. They make competing claims on the state on matters of policy and politics and
vie for attention from the mass media and the broader public." In other words, it is not so
much the political or cultural orientation of a movement that designates it as 'counter' to
another, but the way in which its own claims, actions, and tactics are framed in relation to
its opposition.
While movement-countermovement conflicts can be fleeting, often interaction is
ongoing and protracted even if it is not always conspicuous. As I describe in this chapter,
the dynamic interactions between pro- and anti-immigration forces beginning in 2005
were marked sometimes by direct, but often by indirect, mobilization in response to their
opponents' tactical moves. Sometimes highly visible and other times clandestine,
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nonetheless these interactions were ongoing between 2005 and 2008. When
interaction extends over a significant period of time like this, countermovements like the
contemporary pro-immigration movement can be thought of, instead, as an "opposing
movement" (Meyer and Staggenborg 1996: 1632-33). Movements and opposing
movements influence each other directly, but also indirectly by altering the environment
in which the conflict is orchestrated, thereby becoming a central part of the political
opportunity structure faced by the other side (1996: 1633). Employing a language of
'oppositional movements', therefore, acknowledges the often drawn out, protracted nature
conflict takes.
Unintended Consequences and Social Movement Outcomes:
Do social movements matter? Do they make a difference, have an impact? If so,
how? Relative to other areas of social movement research, social movement
consequences remain understudied. Andrews (2004) makes this abundantly clear in his
study of Mississippi civil rights history. When the subject does receive attention,
however, the problem is often viewed narrowly in terms of success and failure (see, for
example, Gamson [1975] 1990). While studying success and failure can yield important
insights into enduring influences movements have, there are significant limitations as
well. As Andrews (2004: 15) points out, "Often there is a conflict among leaders,
participants, and external observers about the goals of a movement. Whose goals should
set the standard for success or failure? In addition, the goals of activists change
dramatically over time. Many movements begin with modest objectives that become
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radical if not revolutionary." Success and failure, it would seem, are therefore not
such clear cut, binary phenomena.
In the area of movement-countermovement studies, scholars frequently stress that
such interactions produce so-called negative consequences for opponents—that is,
consequences that represent obstacles movements must overcome if they wish to
(continue to) achieve success. Such obstacles might be less tangible in nature and include
shifts in public support for the movement or having to counter (potentially) damaging
claims disseminated by the oppositional movement. But they might also be quite tangible.
Scarce resources like an enthusiastic volunteer base and private funding by donors are
assets opponents might either usurp or disrupt through oppositional activity. In her study
of the impact of Christian anti-gay activism on lesbian and gay movement mobilization,
Fetner (2001), for instance, found that lesbian and gay activists were essentially forced to
alter their rhetoric on lesbian and gay rights as a direct result of challenges raised by the
Christian anti-gay countermovement. Continued gay and lesbian movement success, thus,
hinged to a large degree on dismantling and challenging rhetorical obstacles constructed
by their anti-gay opponents.
However, conceptualizing movement outcomes solely in terms of success and
failure obscures the unintended, unanticipated consequences movements generate. One
frequently overlooked unintended consequence of activism is that it often unintentionally
spurs oppositional mobilization. Mobilization can trigger countermobilization, which in
turn can facilitate the very kind of activism it rallies against. While this phenomenon is
not entirely new to social movement scholars, there has been little effort to identify and
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analyze the processes sustaining this ongoing pattern of unintentionally fanning the
flames of one's opponents (and inadvertently providing these opponents with
opportunities for renewed action). In other words, while we know little about movement
consequences on the whole (and what we do know is couched mostly in a language of
success and failure), we know even less about the unintentionally constructed processes
that reinvigorate or renew opposition and facilitate ongoing interactions between
opposing movements.
This chapter not only reveals historically how pro- and anti-immigration
oppositional movements shaped one another's trajectories during a relatively short period
of time, but uses this historical case to theorize four general mechanisms by which these
sides continued to unintentionally fan the flames of their opponents. These processes
include: 1) achievement of moderate movement success, 2) threat crystallization, 3)
cycles of innovation and adaptation, and 4) venue shopping. Below, I examine each of
these mechanisms in the context of pro- and anti-immigration movementcountermovement interactions between 2005 and 2008. By highlighting these separate
processes, however, I do not wish to imply that these processes are entirely independent
of one another. Indeed, oppositional forces' success, signals of threat, tactical
innovation/adaptation, and movement across different forums of contention frequently
overlapped, operating simultaneously to ensnare each movement in a back and forth
effort to defeat its opponent and achieve various goals.
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More Success…More Problems?
As discussed earlier, anti-immigration border vigilantism began slowly gathering
steam beginning in the 1970s and 1980s, but it was not until the 1990s that seemingly
ordinary citizens began taking up posts along the U.S.-Mexico border. At the same time,
as pointed out earlier, the United States was undergoing severe restructuring in its
economic relationship with Mexico. The introduction of integrative policies like NAFTA
and GATT combined with restrictionist measures, such as IRCA, to create a perfect
storm of anti-immigration sentiment that began sweeping across the nation. Amidst these
structural changes, politicians seized upon an opportunity to acquire control over a fearful
electorate by creating illusions of control and security along the border. Ironically, this
led to a situation in which government officials could not afford to appear weak on
immigration and security. An angry, fearful public pushed for more militarization and,
soon enough, the government and its citizens were locked in a vicious cycle of escalating
militarism and restrictionism. By the early 2000s, as a result of the September 11 terrorist
attacks, anti-immigration legislation was rolling out of federal, state and local legislatures
at an accelerated pace. But it was not until 2005, after the controversial emergence of a
revamped border vigilante wing run by MMP, that anti-immigration forces gained
popular, widespread recognition. Soon thereafter anti-immigration forces attempted to
translate their iron grip on the American public into federal-level restrictionist legislative
reform. Passed by a vote of 239 to 182 in the House of Representatives in December
2005, the Border Protection, Antiterrorism and Illegal Immigration Control Act (HR
4437) signaled a moderate step towards success for the movement.
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Some readers might think this kind of victory would be demoralizing for
opponents. However, social science research shows that movement success frequently,
though unintentionally, spurs opposition by creating new opportunities for opponents to
mobilize in response (Meyer and Staggenborg 1996). The relationship between
movement success and countermobilization, however, is curvilinear. Movements
achieving moderate success are more likely to generate opposition than are movements
unable to demonstrate "the possibility of movement on policy" (1996: 1635, emphasis in
the original; also see Bert and Useem 1987). Decisive victory deters countermobilization
because it signals that any subsequent changes are unlikely.
Because the Senate had yet to weigh in on the bill, its passage in the House was
less of a crushing blow to anti-immigration opponents and, instead, became a new
rallying point. The most discernable and significant form of countermobilization to the
contemporary anti-immigration movement came in the form of the pro-immigrant rights
marches of 2006 which catalyzed shortly after HR 4437. These were part of a larger,
countermobilization effort gaining momentum throughout the nation at that time which
scholars have called El Movimiento Pro-Migrante (MPM) (Navarro 2009)16. For a threemonth period between mid-February and early-May 2006, somewhere between 3.7 and 5
million individuals in over 160 cities throughout the United States participated in
16

The immigrant rights marches themselves are but a more visible counter measure taken
by a growing and sustained pro-immigrants' rights movement in the United States. While
obvious street protests may have been fleeting, local political battles over immigration
are occurring throughout the United States. Polling stations, for example, have become a
new arena in which the battle over immigrants' rights is being fought. While noncitizens
may be unable to vote, their citizen family members, friends and neighbors can. So too
can Latinos who perceive anti-immigrant sentiment to be anti-Latino sentiment
(Bloemraad, Voss, Lee 2011).
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immigrants' rights marches. The numbers were unprecedented, likely the largest
immigrants' rights protests ever seen in the world (Bloemraad, Voss and Lee 2011). A
network of immigrant-serving community-based organizations, social service providers
and advocacy groups—supported by media outlets and the Catholic Church—very
rapidly initiated a strong, albeit brief, counter effort to surges in anti-Latino and antiimmigrant sentiment (Cordero-Guzman, Martin, Quiroz-Becerra, and Theodore 2008).
Nativist attitudes had most recently crystallized in 2005 with the passage of H.R. 4437 in
the U.S. House of Representatives and a successful anti-immigration media spectacle put
on by the newly emerging nativist, neovigilante organization, MMP.
Although the initial minuteman spectacle along the border occurred almost a year
prior to the 2006 immigrants-rights rallies, these events certainly did not occur in
isolation. As Chavez (2008: 154) noted, "[the two events] exist within shared cultural,
social and historical contexts and thus…speak to each other across time and space". Proimmigrant countermobilization efforts, especially the massive rallies of 2006, were a
collective response to a decades long wave of anti-immigrant, nativist sentiment washing
over the country at that time (Narro, Wong and Shadduck-Hernandez 2007; Pulido 2007;
Reese 2005). More proximately, countermobilization efforts rallied against both the
recent successes experienced by the anti-immigration movement as a whole—most
notably HR 4437 (Jonas 2006; Navarro 2009) —as well as highly visible grassroots
mobilization of nativist, neovigilante organizations such as MMP and MCDC. The pro
immigrant countermovement, therefore, mobilized both indirectly and directly in
response to the anti-immigration mobilization during this period. The response was
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indirect in that it railed against moderate anti-immigration legislative successes and
direct in that it challenged—both in the media and the streets—leading nativist
organizations like MMP and MCDC at events around the United States. The movementcountermovement relationship, thus, fell somewhere between Bert and Useem's (1987)
notions of the "loosely coupled tango" and the "tight spiral".
Nonetheless, while the House of Representatives passage of HR 4437 represented
a clear success to Minutemen, it was a bill that still had to be considered by the United
States Senate (which eventually dismissed it). Its mere consideration in Congress was far
from a decisive victory, however. In line with Meyer and Staggenborg (1996), this kind
of moderate success experienced by the anti-immigration movement left them vulnerable
to countermobilization. As theory would predict, by 2006 HR 4437 and the call to arms
laid out by minuteman organizations were being challenged by an increasingly visible
pro-immigrant movement.
Threat Crystallization
Each successive action taken by a movement or its opposition "crystallizes the
threat" represented by that action by signaling to the opponent that such activism
constitutes an increasingly unified point of opposition. This, in turn, provides the basis
for the development of movement solidarity, which opponents feed off of to continue
their own mobilization (Andrews 2004). Not only did moderate anti-immigration
movement success open up the gates of countermobilization, it unintentionally nurtured it
by pushing activists and movement participants on the other side to "develop a shared
identity in the face of a common policy threat" (Cordero-Guzman et al 2008: 604; also
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see Andrews 2004). Anti-immigration success in the form of punitive legislation
and minuteman organizations' rising national prominence served as a common threat
around which pro-immigrant forces could rally. Such threats helped foster a shared proimmigrant rights' identity that anchored subsequent countermobilization efforts.
Pro-immigration Countermobilization Begins
The first coordinated displays of pro-immigrant solidarity and
countermobilization activity to gain national prominence came out of the Catholic
Church, whose leaders challenged both the passage of potential restrictionist immigration
legislation, as well as the anti-immigration mobilization that had helped put it on
Congress's agenda. On February 27, 2006 Cardinal Roger M. Mahony of the Los Angeles
Archdiocese publicly decried what he termed the "hysterical" anti-immigrant sentiment
threatening to take hold of the United States, calling upon all 288 parishes under his
purview to "fast, pray and press for humane immigration reform" (Watanabe 2006: 1). In
addition to calling for a Lenten fast to reflect on these issues, Mahony distributed
informational packets to his parishes instructing priests on how to preach, teach and
lobby on these issues. Directly responding to nativist, neovigilante mobilization, Mahony
criticized MMP and similar anti-immigration organizations, calling their efforts
misguided and ineffectual. In direct defiance of potential restrictionist immigration
legislation, as well as its supporters, Mahony said he would instruct priests to ignore any
laws requiring Churches and other social organizations to inquire into an immigrant's
legal status before providing services (Watanabe 2006). Anti-immigrant groups' own
mobilization efforts were beginning to backfire as their increasingly visible actions began
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crystallizing the threat they represented to large segments of the American
population. Religious leader like Mahony countered this threat not only through their
subversive actions but also rhetorically by asserting a moral imperative to respect all
individuals regardless of documentation status, thereby simultaneously constructing a
point of solidarity around which these pro-migrant supporters could rally.
Pro-immigration Forces Gain Steam
Pro-immigrant solidarity, built in the wake of a crystallizing anti-immigrant
threat, continued to spread throughout the United States over the next month. In March of
2006, spurred by MMP's successful 2005 media spectacle at the U.S.-Mexico border, the
Los Angeles-based National Day Laborer Organizing Network, an organization
comprised of 30 community-based labor organizations, grabbed headlines. The
organization funded a dozen immigrant day laborers' month-long, 3,000-mile crosscountry run to raise awareness over the marginalization of immigrant workers and the
vast contributions immigrants make to society. Organizers were particularly motivated by
anti-immigrant sentiment in California, nativist neovigilante border patrol groups like
MMP, and the recent passage of HR 4437 (Groves 2006). By highlighting their economic
contributions and claiming a kind of "economic citizenship," (Chavez 2008: 155),
migrants and organizers countermobilized in direct response to an anti-immigration
movement threatening to ostracize them as outsiders who did not belong in the United
States.
Anti-immigration movement success in the form of HR 4437 and the growing
threat this represented again spurred visible displays of pro-immigrant solidarity on
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March 10 in Chicago. Somewhere between 100,000 and 300,000 immigrants and
supporters took to the streets in opposition to new restrictionist legislation being
considered by Congress (Bernstein 2006; Newbart and Thomas 2006). Protest now began
to flow more freely across the country. On March 25 approximately 500,000 to 1 million
individuals rallied in downtown Los Angeles for immigrants' rights (Friedman 2006;
Navarro 2009). This represented the largest and most significant mobilization effort
MPM had displayed thus far and was dubbed the "Great March" by supporters. As
opposed to some of the smaller, more spontaneous eruptions of protest seen thus far by
pro-migrant forces, this display was a result of careful planning by a group known as the
March 25th Coalition, which was able to help facilitate solidarity and cooperation among
a diverse group of organizations and actors. These included political leaders like L.A.
mayor Antonio Villaraigosa, popular Latino radio celebrities such as Renan Almendarez
Coello, Humberto Luna and Eddie Sotelo, labor unions, religious organizations and
progressive non-Latino groups such as Act Now to Stop War and End Racism
(ANSWER) and the Korean Resource Center of Los Angeles. Protestors carried signs
plastered with pro-immigrant slogans, such as "No to HR4437 and "Yes on legalization"
(Navarro 2009:328-329). The pro-migrant fervor on March 25, however, was not
restricted to L.A. alone.
On the same day, protestors took to the streets in San Francisco, Phoenix and
Charlotte (Leal and Sforza 2006; Navarro 2009), thereby creating a cascading effect that
would carry through the end of month. The next day nearly 3,500 people again took to
downtown Los Angeles to participate in the United Farm Workers' annual Cesar Chavez
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March and to rail against HR 4437. On March 27 California students entered the
fray. Approximately 100,000 simply walked out of school in protest. Students in L.A.
even succeeded in temporarily closing Freeway 101, prompting the mayor to take action
and insist that they return to school. The following day 12,000 students in southern
California participated in walkouts, again bringing traffic to a halt in areas of L.A., San
Pedro, and Long Beach. Similar walkouts, though on a smaller scale, were reported in
Dallas and Houston (Navarro 2009: 330)
By early April massive demonstrations of pro-migrant solidarity had swept across
the country and were cropping up in Costa Mesa, Dallas, San Diego, Fort Worth, Miami,
St. Paul, Birmingham, Des Moines, St. Louis, Salem, and Boise (Miller 2006). On April
10 demonstrators mobilized in Phoenix, Houston, Omaha, Boston, Atlanta and other
cities as part of the National Day of Action for Immigrant Justice. At the same time in
Washington, D.C. and Los Angles approximately 500,000 people marched for
immigrants' rights (Chavez 2008). Toting signs with the phrase "We Are America" and "I
Am Not A Criminal" and carrying American Flags, many of these immigrants engaged in
counter protest "were making a statement about their sense of belonging and their social
and cultural citizenship," both of which had been persistently challenged by antiimmigration organizers prior to and during this period (Chavez 2008: 161).
Pro-immigration Countermobilization Reaches its Peak
By the end of April, pro-immigrants' rights organizers had become emboldened
by anti-immigration threats. Inspired by the farm worker movement of the 1960's led by
Cesar Chavez and Bert Corona (Archibold 2006), leaders began crafting a plan for a
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more unified, nationwide rally to take place on May 1. Event coordinators dubbed it
"A Day Without an Immigrant," also referred to as "El Gran Paro Estadounidense" or
"The Great American Strike." Strategically coinciding with May Day, the International
Workers Day recognized around the globe (but not in the United States), rally leaders
asked supporters to refrain from going to work or school and from buying or selling in
order to show just how important immigrants were to the United States' economy
(McKinley, McIntyre and The AP 2006; Pratt and Dowell 2007).
Despite drawing critics from within and outside the movement, on May 1,
hundreds of thousands of immigrants and their supporters took to the streets in a peaceful
show of solidarity eclipsing anything previously seen in the United States (Bloemraad,
Voss and Lee 2011). Estimates place the total nationwide numbers of participants in
protests and boycotts combined at between 2 and 3 million. Demonstrations were
documented in roughly 150 cities throughout the United States. Los Angeles and Chicago
were home to the largest demonstrations with approximately 500,000 and 400,000
participants, respectively. New York witnessed approximately 100,000 demonstrators
take to the streets. Cities such as Denver, Houston, Orlando, Miami, Portland, Salem,
Tampa, Atlanta, New Orleans, Phoenix and Detroit had anywhere from 1,000 to 75,000
individuals participate in mass rallies. While a nation-wide boycott did not materialize,
many businesses—especially restaurants, trucking and a host of service-oriented
professions—were deeply affected by pro-immigrants rights supporters' decisions not to
attend work (Archibold 2006). For instance, in Huntington Park, CA approximately 90
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percent of businesses closed. Los Angeles and Long Beach ports experienced an 80
percent drop in truck traffic (Navarro 2009: 341-342).
As I have argued up to this point, a sense of collective solidarity and fear
generated and sustained partially in response to an ever crystallizing anti-immigrant
threat helped spur pro-immigrant mobilization. While fear can be a powerfully
motivating force, it can also be a crippling one. History is replete with inaction,
punctuated only occasionally with mass mobilization. Threat and attendant fear, however,
can accelerate motivation to participate when coupled simultaneously with feelings of
efficacy and a growing sense that things can change for the better. So what were
immigrants and their supporters hoping to change besides obviously restrictionist
legislation?
Threat Crystallization, Countermobilization, and the Re-crafting of Citizenship
By countermobilizing against restrictionist immigration legislation and
minuteman and related conservative organizations, these pro-immigrant marches
challenged assumed notions of citizenship that, up until that point, had been defined
solely in reference to the strict rule of law promoted by anti-immigration sympathizers.
Pro-migrant organizers and participants were able to stake the claim that migrants,
irrespective of legal status, belonged in the United States because of the important
cultural and economic contributions they brought to the table. As Chavez notes, the
marches allowed immigrants to recraft their image from that of "illegal" and "criminal"
non-citizens to economic, social and cultural citizens based on their vast economic
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contributions to the country and their desire to integrate legally and socially
(Chavez 2008: 175).
It is clear that MPM was able to wrest from MMP and MCDC at least some of the
media spotlight these organizations dearly relied upon to spread their anti-immigration
message. As pro-migrant countermobilization picked up steam and approached its zenith
on May 1, Republicans in the House of Representatives began backing away from one of
the more extreme aspects of HR 4437 that would have made it a federal crime to live in
the United States without legal documentation (Reynolds 2006). Clearly, pro-migrant
organizers had struck a chord and America was beginning to pay attention.
Anti-Immigration Forces Fight Back
Pro-migrant countermobilization, however, did not go unnoticed by antiimmigration sympathizers, MMP and MCDC in particular. As previously discussed,
thinking of movement impacts only in terms of overt success and failure obscures the
often unintended and unanticipated consequences mobilization can generate (Andrews
2004). Just as mobilization begets countermobilization, so too can countermobilization
unintentionally generate new opportunities for opponents (Andrews 2004; Lo 1982;
Meyer and Staggenborg 1996; Zald and Useem 1997; Fetner 2001). Ironically, promigrant mobilization had the unintended consequence of spurring further nativist
backlash and anti-immigrant mobilization. In the case explored here, pro-immigration
countermobilization appeared as a unified threat to anti-immigration organizations,
which, in turn, provided the kind of solidarity that anti-immigration forces would need to
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continue their restrictionist crusade. Indeed, the biggest voice in the immigration
debate from 2006 to 2007 pushed for restrictionist measures (DeSipio 2011: 221).
Some scholars have suggested that anti-immigration countermobilization in the
wake of HR 4437's defeat was quite weak, leading only a 'virtual' existence through the
media (Bloemraad, Voss and Lee 2011: 34). However, my analyses in this section
(below) demonstrate otherwise. While it is true that anti-immigration
counterdemonstrations were much smaller compared to the pro-immigration rallies of
2006, it would be misleading to judge an entire oppositional movement's success or
failure according to the number of bodies it brings into the streets. Part of the reason antiimmigration organizations failed to bring massive numbers into the streets was because
the movement had already clearly demonstrated a show of force by 2005 with the
resurgence of its border vigilantism wing led by minuteman organizations.
However, I do not dispute that minutemen and their anti-immigration allies
adeptly used media to counter their pro-immigration opponents. And I do not dispute that
anti-immigration counterdemonstrations during this period could not come close to
matching the size and strength of their opponents in the streets. Yet, anti-immigration
countermobilization was quite strong in other important respects, namely in its ability to
successfully fight for more restrictionist legislation at the local, state and national level
and to combat pro-immigration reform. The following sections explore these efforts indepth, demonstrating that anti-immigration forces achieved success by employing a
variety of strategies and innovative tactics in response to their opponents.
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A War of Words
Anti-immigration supporters reacted acrimoniously to countermobilization as promigrant forces became a more visible threat. Some of the most caustic reactions and
denouncements came from MMP. Reacting to nation-wide pro-immigrant rallies in late
March, MMP posted the following sensationalistic headline on its website: "Illegal Alien
Armies March on U.S. Cities." The subheading stated, "Jim Gilchrist and America's
Minutemen remain unmoved by the anarchist demands of illegal alien mobs in their
defiance to American rule of law" (quoted in Chavez 2008: 162). In the article, Gilchrist
described unauthorized immigrants and their supporters as "an army of some 30 million
non-citizens, illegal alien invaders who perversely place demands on U.S. citizens" and
enjoined his fellow compatriots to "stand boldly against the demons of disorder and
intimidation" (as quoted in Chavez 2008: 162). Less than a week later, vigilante border
patrol groups again delivered a rhetorical counterpunch aimed squarely at the collective
nose of the pro-migrant demonstrators. This time the headlines read, "Occupying Army
demands more from their captives," followed by a subhead asking, "Is the new rule of
law, 'The Biggest Thugs With The Biggest Clubs?'" (as quoted in Chavez 2008: 163). In
his article Gilchrist described the demonstrators as the "the United Armies of Illegal
Aliens," accusing them of refusing to assimilate, enslaving American tax payers, and
destroying the American education and healthcare systems (as quoted in Chavez 2008:
163). In so doing, anti-immigration proponents like MMP directly challenged both the
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progress being made by immigrants' rights advocates against the passage of HR
4437, as well as their claims of belonging and citizenship.
From Words to the Streets
By April the response from anti-immigration forces had escalated from strongly
worded verbal assaults to more direct action. Minuteman volunteers throughout the
country mobilized counter protests and held demonstrations at day labor sites and
businesses suspected of hiring unauthorized migrants. Two days after a late-March,
20,000-strong pro-immigrant rally held in Phoenix, MCDC leaders claimed to have
signed up nearly 300 new recruits for patrols along the U.S.-Mexico Border. Simcox,
MCDC's leader at the time, said that the pro-migrant fever sweeping the country had the
unintended consequence of "awaken[ing] the sleeping giant in America," suggesting
people previously "had no idea about the number of illegals in the country" (Carroll
2006), but were now awake and prepared to take action. Echoing this sentiment, others in
the anti-immigration movement argued their opponents had committed a tactical error in
committing to such visible countermobilization. To this point, as pro-migrant rallies
across the country multiplied rapidly in April and May, so did the number of news stories
about MMP (Chavez 2008). Inadvertently, pro-migrant countermobilization was
providing an opportunity for nativist, neovigilante groups like MMP to establish
themselves as a relevant voice in the ongoing immigration debate.
As pro immigrant rallies began to pick up steam, MMP and MCDC offices
became flooded with angry callers urging for counter protests and seeking to get involved
in anti-immigration efforts of their own, including economic boycotts (Carroll 2006). In
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response to the massive pro-immigrant rallies of May 1, MMP and its supporters
organized a 10-day cross-country caravan from May 3 to 12 taking them from Los
Angeles to Washington, D.C. Led by their official pace car, a 1970 Mercury Cougar
referred to as "The Spirit of Allegiance," they traveled the country, rallying antiimmigration support in Phoenix, Albuquerque, Abilene, Crawford (George W. Bush's
hometown), Little Rock, Memphis, Nashville, Birmingham, Atlanta, Greensboro, and
Richmond along the way. At the caravan launch in the Crenshaw area of Los Angeles,
Gilchrist said the group intended to "speak out all across the south about…the Trojan
Horse invasion of the U.S." (quoted in Wood 2006).
Arriving in Washington, D.C. on May 12, Gilchrist and approximately 100
supporters convened near the U.S. Capitol Building amidst a large number of proimmigration demonstrators and nearly two-dozen police officers. There Gilchrist laid out
his anti-immigration agenda, which emphasized protecting American jobs and America's
borders by eliminating any and all immigration reform (Zahka 2006). Keeping with the
militant imagery used in prior weeks in online publications, Gilchrist said to his
supporters, "The U.S. Senate hears your cry, and they don't care! Minutemen and women,
stand your ground! If it is a war our political governors want, then we will fight them
under the first amendment rule of law, and we will not quit!" (quoted in Zahka 2006).
However, minutemen did not have the numbers to even remotely challenge the
demonstrations organized by their pro-immigration opponents. While eruptions of
physical confrontation between pro and anti-immigration movement participants during
this tumultuous period occurred, the war Gilchrist spoke about in many of his writings
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and speeches was primarily played out on a more symbolic level in the media
through the manipulation of frames used to craft understandings of immigration and
citizenship. Immigrants and supporters waved American flags and wore white clothing at
many rallies to not only show their commitment to the values and symbols of the United
States, but to provide a peaceful image that could directly contradict the wild,
'Riconquista' imagery Minuteman attached to the pro-migrant rallies. By highlighting
their economic and cultural contributions, pro-migrant supporters demonstrated the
necessity of immigrants' legal inclusion in society. And by framing immigration reform
as a matter of human rights, pro-migrant supporters—particularly religious organizations
and leaders—countered both the fiery rhetoric anti-immigration supporters used to
portray immigrants as illegal, criminals, and terrorists, as well as the claims that some
immigrants did not deserve the rights and privileges of United States citizenship.
Venue Shopping
Meyer and Staggenborg (1996) argue that in environments where there are
multiple institutional venues in which movements may take action, defeated movements
are likely to shift arenas in order to sustain themselves. Finding an arena that provides the
best prospects for successfully achieving one's policy objectives is referred to as venue
shopping (Pralle 2003; Baumgartner and Jones 1993; Holyoke, Brown, Henig 2012).
MPM's heavy use of and success with overt protest and mass rallies meant that antiimmigration forces faced a new tactical dilemma. Organizations like MMP and MCDC
were simply being out competed on the streets at rallies and protests. Knowing they
could not go toe to toe with their opponent, anti-immigration forces shifted their efforts
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into more institutionalized channels where their numbers would matter less and
their political acumen and organizational strength more. After eventually losing the battle
over HR 4437 when the Senate failed to pass it, anti-immigration forces ramped up their
efforts in local and state legislatures, thereby strategically shifting the arena of conflict
and adopting more institutionalized tactics.
From the Streets to Local Legislatures
At this time minutemen continued to rely on their strong media presence, but also
began a renewed grassroots campaign targeting local governments. In numerous cities
across the country, anti-immigration forces pushed back by rallying around a novel
strategy: proposing and attempting to pass restrictive housing ordinances. Restrictive
housing ordinances prohibited unauthorized migrants and their families from renting
apartments within city limits. These were essentially "racial zoning laws" reminiscent of
the Jim Crow era (Bono 2007). By the summer of 2006 these local ordinances began
cropping up across the United States and local minuteman leaders were among their
foremost proponents, regularly advocating for them in the media and at city hearings.
One of the earliest and most notorious ordinances enacted in response to the 2006
pro-immigration rallies was passed in Hazelton, Pennsylvania in September. Dubbed the
Illegal Immigration Relief Act (IIRA), this ordinance made renting property to
unauthorized immigrants illegal and imposed criminal sanctions as well as fines ranging
from $250 to $1000 dollars a day to convicted tenants and property owners. The
ordinance also made English the city's official language for business (Bono 2007:30 ;
Doty 2009: 89). After the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) filed a federal lawsuit
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challenging the ordinance, MCDC used its own website to implore the public for
contributions to Hazleton's defense fund. Minutemen characterized Hazleton's Mayor,
Lou Barletta, as a man "courageously oppos[ing] the growing illegal alien presence in his
community, particularly the high crime rate it has brought."
Soon thereafter, anti-immigration housing ordinances began cropping up across
the country as minutemen continued to rally around this new oppositional tactic. In
October and November, similar anti-immigration ordinances were adopted in Escondido,
California and Framers Branch, Texas. By December, in Kennewick, Washington local
MCDC members were testifying before city council members, pushing for legislation that
would punish landlords renting to unauthorized migrants as well as businesses hiring
them. Shawna Forde, one time leader of MCDC, chastised city officials, stating, "By
ignoring illegal immigrants, you are not taking your oath seriously. [Illegal immigrants]
can go right into the community and take our jobs. They are brazen" (Graman 2006: 2).
Around the same time, minutemen in Mojave county, AZ began appearing before city
councils in Bullhead City, Lake Havasu City and Kingman, asking them to adopt
restrictionist housing ordinances (Adams 2006). Despite garnering major media attention,
as a social movement tactic, anti-immigration ordinances proved only moderately
successful. By 2007, while numerous cities had proposed such measures, as few as fifteen
had actually passed them. And many of these were eventually struck down in court (Bono
2007). Despite this, such grassroots efforts kept minutemen in the media spotlight and
demonstrated they were capable of directly and effectively engaging legislatures. While it
is true that conservative local government officials pursued anti-immigration of their own
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accord, they were often spurred and encouraged by grassroots activism spearheaded
by local minuteman organizations that had given up on trying to go toe-to-toe in the
streets with pro-migrant organizations and, instead, switched their attention to local
legislatures.
Friends in High Places
Minuteman mobilization was primarily a grassroots phenomenon, albeit one with
a highly visible media presence and charismatic leadership. Successfully tackling state
level immigration reform would require more money and resources than local organizers
possessed. Realistically impacting state and federal legislation would require
mobilization not only from below but also from above. This is not to suggest minutemen
organizations were divorced from the larger anti-immigration movement. If anything,
they were deeply embedded in it. In addition to acting as a popular poster child for the
movement and stirring up national visibility and local anti-immigration mobilization,
minuteman leaders, such as Chris Simcox and Jim Gilchrist, were well connected to
lobbyist, policy, and publishing arms of the anti-immigration movement (Doty 2009: 52).
Minutemen helped indirectly generate state and federal level opposition by parlaying
local level success into a sustained wave of grassroots support that could be used to fuel
the efforts of Washington, D.C.-based anti-immigration lobbyists, think tanks, and
publishing houses. By helping generate mass mobilization and media visibility,
minutemen helped fuel the larger reform efforts from 'above' led by Washington, D.C.
insiders. These organizations, in turn, exploited their institutional connections to fight
back against their pro-immigration opponents' surprising success.
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While HR 4437's defeat certainly was a setback for anti-immigration
proponents, it would prove to be an even more powerful catalyst for renewed antiimmigration efforts at the state and federal level. And the powerful grassroots backlash
against immigration that minutemen had been generating since 2005 was used to sustain
and legitimate forays into more institutionalized oppositional activity. But, who were
these well-entrenched anti-immigration allies that simultaneously benefited from and
helped sustain grassroots minuteman mobilization? And how did these allies help the
movement countermobilize against pro-immigration forces above and beyond the narrow
confines of local legislatures frequently targeted by grassroots minuteman organizations?
Earlier, I noted that nativist, neovigilante groups are part of a larger constellation
of anti-immigration activist organizations. At the same time minutemen were drumming
up media attention and mobilizing a grassroots campaign against immigration, the
network of fundraising, think-tank and publishing organizations operating away from the
United States' borders, were helping to engineer a veil of legitimacy for this grassroots
mobilization. These well connected, Washington, D.C.-based organizations leveraged
mass-grievances generated by minuteman mobilization—along with their own money,
publishing power and insider position—to exert pressure on state and federal legislatures
to pursue anti-immigration agendas and, thus, counter pro-immigration gains generated in
2006.
After being caught off guard in 2006 by the massive upwelling of proimmigration opposition (Hastings 2009), well-funded and politically-connected antiimmigration organizations such as The Federation for American Immigration Reform
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(FAIR), NumbersUSA, and the Congressional Immigration Reform Caucus (CIRC)
made it their mission to defeat comprehensive immigration reform in 2007, especially the
Immigration Reform Act, otherwise known as the Bush-Kennedy Bill. While grassroots
activism led by minuteman organizations had garnered needed media attention and
created excitement from below, after the May 2006 pro-immigration rallies, it was clear
that successful oppositional activism by the anti-immigration movement would
necessitate shaping and mobilizing not only public but also Congressional opinion to pass
both anti-immigration legislation and stymie pro-immigration legislative reform.
Washington, D.C. insiders would prove invaluable in this regard.
More than any other Washington, D.C.-based anti-immigration organization,
FAIR used its mass media presence to promote anti-immigration legislation and rage
against pro-immigration reform. Between 2006 and 2007, representatives of FAIR were
quoted over 400 times in print media, appeared on nearly 200 English and Spanish
language television news shows (include 12 times on CNN's "Lou Dobbs Tonight"), and
testified before Congress on 7 occasions (Beirich 2007; Federation for Immigration
Reform 2007a). In spring of 2007, FAIR even hosted a three-day conservative radio talk
show event in Washington, D.C. called "Hold Their Feet to the Fire." The purpose was to
specifically mobilize Americans against what FAIR perceived to be "pro-illegal alien
amnesty and guest worker legislation" being considered in Congress (Federation for
Immigration Reform 2007b). Outside of this short lived event, FAIR representatives also
made approximately 400 talk radio appearances in 2007. More than a quarter of these
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occurred during the six-week period in which the Senate considered the
Comprehensive Immigration Reform bill (Federation for Immigration Reform 2007a: 8).
Generating Anti-Immigration Support Inside Congress
In addition to helping expand the movement's tactical repertoire and its media and
internet presence, Washington, D.C.-based anti-immigration organizations worked
tirelessly through institutionalized channels to fight back against pro-immigration
movement success during this period. Established in 1999 to review current and initiate
new immigration policy, CIRC proved to be an important elite ally for grassroots antiimmigration activists. Not only was CIRC in a favorable position to effect legislative
change, it also helped legitimize grassroots activist organizations such as MMP and
MCDC. As early as 2005 several CIRC members had ties to minuteman organizations. In
2005, CIRC officials went to the Arizona-Mexico border to observe the Minuteman
Project's inaugural border watch campaign and later supported the organization's efforts
in its field report, "Results and Implications of the Minuteman Project" (CIRC 2005).
More than any other member, Rep. Tom Tancredo (R-Colorado), who chaired CIRC
from 1999 to 2005, was instrumental in legitimizing controversial minuteman
organizations. Not only did Tancredo help inspire The Minuteman Project, but after
President Bush pejoratively labeled its members vigilantes, Tancredo stood up for the
group, stating:
"The more I learned about their plans and preparation, the more impressed
I was. What struck me was not only the ambition and vision of the two
founders, but the immense outpouring of patriotism by 1,000 volunteers.
The other astonishing thing was the reaction of officialdom to this
emerging civilian defense force, which came into existence only because
the government failed to do its job. More astonishing still was the reaction
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of Pres. Bush, who called the Minutemen "vigilantes" in March 2006. The
Minutemen patriots would not need to devote their time & energies to this
task if the president gave the Border Patrol the resources and the mandate
to actually accomplish its mission" (Gilchrist and Corsi 2006: xi-xii).
Tancredo again defended minuteman organizations when it was discovered that
the United States Border Patrol was providing the Mexican government with the
exact location of minuteman patrols. Tancredo had this to say:
“The Mexican military doesn’t exactly have a ‘good government’
reputation. The Border Patrol has documented more than two hundred
incursions into the U.S by the Mexican military, and Texas sheriffs even
apprehended Mexican government vehicles that were used to ferry drug
runners across the border. By tipping off Mexico’s military to the
Minutemen’s location, the U.S. government is asking for trouble.
Heavily-armed military officials stationed only yards from civilians are at
least intimidating. I can only surmise that the Border Patrol bureaucrats’
spying is meant to have a chilling effect on the Minutemen’s recruitment
of more volunteers.
The Minutemen haven’t been accused of breaking the law. Quite the
contrary—they have gone out of their way to aid law enforcement and
ensure the safety of our border. The U.S. government has no grounds upon
which to stifle the Minutemen’s constitutional right to organize. I want to
know the legal basis for [U.S. Customs and Border Patrol] informing a
foreign government of the activities of private citizens who are obeying
the law" (Press Release, Office of Congressman Tom Tancredo, as quoted
in Gilchrist and Corsi 2006: 358)
However, the relationship between CIRC and grassroots anti-immigration
organizations was not a one-way street. While members of CIRC provided legitimacy
and advocated on behalf of anti-immigration organizations, in turn, they received not
only loyal voters but also contributions from minuteman-related PACs. From 2005 to
2006 the Minuteman PAC Inc (associated with Gilchrist's MMP) donated over $60,000 to
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members of CIRC, making it one of the top ten political issue PAC contributors to
CIRC members during this period (Center for Responsive Politics 2007a). The
Declaration Alliance PAC (tied to Simcox's MCDC) provided $1500 (Center for
Responsive Politics 2007b). After Tancredo stepped down as chairman in 2007 (to run
unsuccessfully for President), Rep. Brian Bilbray (R-California), a former lobbyist for
FAIR, took over. The Congressman then announced his plans to work closely with
Washington, D.C.-based groups such as FAIR, soliciting its opinion on legislation
(Center for New Community 2007).
As early as the start of the 110th Congress in January 2007, representatives from
FAIR's government relations division met with nearly every new member of Congress
and/or their staff to disseminate immigration reports and restrictive immigration agendas.
Establishing an insider position would prove instrumental in helping defeat the BushKennedy Bill and similar reform legislation in 2007. Before the Bush-Kennedy Bill was
introduced in Congress, FAIR representatives had already received drafts from Senate
staff members. In a short period of time, FAIR's government relations team was
disseminating, on its website, information about what they perceived to be the most
controversial elements of the bill. Thus, FAIR was able to help frame the debate to its
constituents and members of Congress from the get go. While the bill was being
discussed in Congress, members of FAIR's government relations team stayed in close
contact with Senate staff, helping them draft speeches, analyze legislation and develop
media strategies (Federation for American Immigration Reform 2007a). All of this work
on the inside, of course, was funneled out to FAIR's media and field branches to drum up
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further opposition to the Bush-Kennedy bill. In the end, FAIR's insider Washington,
D.C. status was instrumental in defeating cloture on three separate occasions in June
2007 (Federation for American Immigration Reform 2007a).
On the heels of this success came renewed opposition to pro-immigration forces
within Congress. In the months following the Bush-Kennedy bill's defeat, FAIR used its
position to prevent the senate from even considering AgJOBS—which would have
created a path to permanent resident status for certain categories of agricultural
workers—and to defeat the DREAM ACT, a bill that, among other things, would have
provided some immigrant students a path to permanent legal status and become eligible
for citizenship if they attend college or serve in the military (Federation for American
Immigration Reform 2007a). In addition to helping defeat pro-immigration legislation in
Congress, FAIR worked closely with members of Congress to draft numerous pieces of
restrictionist federal legislation.
State Level Anti-Immigration Legislation
At the same time battles were waged in local and federal legislatures, skirmishes
also broke out in state level legislatures. In the wake of HR 4437's demise, the number of
immigration-related laws passed at the local and state level nearly tripled from 2006 to
2007, going from 84 to 240 (Hegen, Jakubowski, Foster, and Covarrubias 2009). Much of
the new laws passed during this period tightened regulations surrounding employment,
access to public benefits and acquisition of ID/driver's licenses. Anti-immigration
proponents believed that by more strictly regulating access to these, they could remove
some of the incentives tempting unauthorized migrants to the United States. Figure 6
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illustrates this upsurge in three of the more popular categories of new immigration
related state laws enacted between 2005 and 2007.

Figure 6: Number of Immigration Related State Laws, By Category, Enacted
in the United States, 2005-2007
Source: National Conference of State Legislatures
By 2005, just as minutemen were garnering attention and anti-immigration forces
were gathering strength, the number of state level immigration related laws enacted in the
above categories was relatively low. Five employment and public benefit laws were
passed in 2005, while nine ID/License laws were enacted at this time. Not surprisingly,
by 2006, as pro- and anti-immigration forces gained steam and were increasingly
engaged in oppositional activity, there was a noticeable jump in legislation focused on
regulating employment and public benefits. For quite some time anti-immigration
proponents suspected that unauthorized migrants were stealing jobs and draining
localities of precious public resources, therefore, laws focused on restricting access to
these. In 2006 there were 14 new employment and 10 new public benefit state laws
enacted.

136

However, it was not until after MPM generated unprecedented levels of
street protest and mass demonstration reached its peak in the middle of 2006 and HR4337
was defeated that one sees a massive jump in immigration-related legislation at the state
level. Ironically, this spike in anti-immigration legislation was a direct result of the proimmigration movement's success up until that point. By this point anti-immigration
forces began opposing pro-immigration mobilization indirectly by responding less
through counterdemonstration and more through vigorous state legislative reform efforts.
The number of immigration related employment laws enacted in 2007 was 29, which
represented more than a 100 percent increase over 2006. The number of immigration
related public benefit laws increased by over 300 percent during this same period,
jumping from 10 to 33. The most striking surge in immigration related state legislation
occurred in the ID/License category, which experienced an almost 700 percent increase
(from 6 laws in 2006 to 40 in 2007). Immigration opponents sought to make it tougher
for unauthorized immigrants to obtain employment and public benefits by restricting
access to the kinds of identification documents helpful in procuring these.
The legislative battle was not limited to high traffic, crossing states sharing a
border with Mexico. States like Oklahoma and Georgia in particular experienced a huge
surge in controversial anti-immigration legislation (Navarro 2009). After MPM reached
its peak and HR4437 was defeated, in 2007 46 states enacted immigration related
legislation (Hegen 2008), up from 32 in 2006 and 25 in 2005 (Morse, Blott Speasmaker
and Dwyer 2006; Morse, Littlefield and Speasmaker 2007). The perceived need to stand
strong against immigration—unauthorized or legal——was sweeping the entire country
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for many reasons, not the least of which was because unauthorized migrants were
creating new destination states far from the U.S.-Mexico border.
The substantial surge in the number of restrictionist state level immigration laws
enacted during this period can be largely attributed to the fact that anti-immigration
forces suffered moderate defeat in Congress after HR4437 failed to pass and faced an
emerging tactical dilemma embodied in MPM's successful mass rallies. In effect, these
events forced anti-immigration organizations to shift their strategies and tactics,
triggering new opportunities to pursue restrictionist agendas. Rather than attempting to go
toe to toe with MPM in the streets, grassroots organizations like MMP and MCDC, as
well as insider, Washington, D.C.-based anti-immigration organizations redoubled their
efforts in more institutionalized legislative arenas where their relative lack of numbers
mattered less and their ambitious, visible leadership and relative organizational strength
could be put to good use. By expanding the locus of the fight beyond the narrow confines
of public opinion and ramping up their efforts at the local, state, and federal level, antiimmigration forces achieved success. A switch in venue during this period from highly
visible but relatively low policy-impacting activities in the street to legislative (especially
local and state-level) arenas in which their restrictionist policy goals could be more
readily obtained inadvertently ensured conflict would remain ongoing between pro- and
anti-immigration forces. Doing so opened up yet another battlefront in the war over
immigration policy reform.
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Tactical Innovation and Adaptation
Sociologist Doug McAdam (1983) argues that collective action increases sharply
following the introduction of an innovative social movement tactic, stays relatively high
for a while and then fades until a competing innovation begins the process anew. This
pattern of tactical interaction between pro- and anti-immigration was played out
repeatedly even in the short timeframe between 2005 and 2008. In 2005 minutemen
achieved great success with their border watch campaigns. However, by 2006 proimmigration forces had adapted. While pro-immigration forces could not stop minutemen
from patrolling the border, they were able to overshadow this tactic by generating
massive protesting and rallying, the likes of which the U.S. had not seen since the civil
rights movement or the Vietnam War. This tactics' effectiveness, however, was short
lived. By 2007 anti-immigration forces had again adapted. They were becoming more
media savvy and more adept, in particular, at using the Internet to fuel opposition to
immigration reform.
Fax, Email and Phone-Blasting
Perhaps one of the most novel anti-immigration tactics unintentionally spurred by
the defeat of HR4437 and the massive pro-migrant rallies was the fax, email and phoneblast, which several prominent anti-immigration organizations facilitated through their
organizational websites and membership listserves. In so doing, anti-immigration groups
helped citizens inundate representatives' offices and inboxes with a deluge of
immigration-related complaints, concerns and demands leading up to the Senate's
dismissal of the 2007 Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act.
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Leading the charge in this tactical innovation were FAIR and NumbersUSA,
and to a lesser degree, a number of nativist, neovigilante organizations, such as MMP and
MCDC. FAIR implemented an online program called 'My FAIR PLAN,' that allowed
registered users to send free faxes and emails to members of Congress. During the four
month period in which Congress deliberated immigration reform bills, FAIR's website
received nearly 2.8 million page views. NumbersUSA created "Fax Center" where
individuals could send their U.S. Representative and U.S. Senators faxes urging them to
reject 'Amnesty Proposals' and 'End Chain Migration' (NumbersUSA 2007). Whereas
mobilizing in the streets required huge investments of time and resources and would not
guarantee any more media exposure than previous border watch campaigns or massive
street rallies, now anti-immigration supporters could protest virtually and quite
effectively with the click of a button. In 2007 alone, members of FAIR and NumbersUSA
sent nearly 2 million faxes to Congressional leaders urging them to vote no on the
Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act of 2007. In the hours leading up to the June 28
Senate vote, Capitol switchboards were effectively shut down by a flood of calls from
individuals encouraged to phone-blast their representatives (Kiely 2007; Pear 2007).
Such efforts were widely regarded as instrumental in the anti-immigration movements'
defeat of the 2007 Senate bill (Doty 2009).
During this same period, albeit on a much smaller scale, MCDC and MMP used
fax, phone and email blasting to oppose comprehensive immigration reform. A June 12,
2007 article on MCDC's website instructed members that "we need tens of thousands of
faxes and phone calls and emails delivered to all Senators right away" (Minuteman Civil
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Defense Corps 2007a). A July 13, 2007 article on MCDC's website urged members
"to relentlessly fill the offices, flood the phone lines, and shut down the fax machines of
all 100 senators." To make this task easier, MCDC provided easily identifiable links
members could click on to "Fax all Senators and Stop Amnesty Now!" MCDC even went
so far as to post representatives' phone numbers and email addresses (Minuteman Civil
Defense Corps 2007b). Not to be outdone, MMP created FAXDC, which allowed
members to inundate representatives' offices with "HOT fax blasts" at the touch of a few
key strokes (FaxDC.com). In sum, this tactical innovation—generated by the ongoing
oppositional dynamic operating between pro- and anti-immigration forces beginning in
2005—had enough novelty and short-term staying power to effectively, if temporarily,
counteract the rising pro-immigration tide.
Conclusion
This chapter examined the movement-countermovement dynamic that emerged
between contemporary anti- and pro-immigration forces from 2005 to 2008. Findings
contribute to a small but growing body of literature on the ways in which opposing
movements not only negatively impact their opposition, but how they might also
unintentionally create opportunities and generate mobilization for those same opponents.
Earlier anti-immigration activism was significantly but unintentionally responsible, in
part, for the presence of a pro-migrant countermovement that really took off beginning in
2006. This opposition, in turn, acted as an accelerant for continued anti-immigration
activism. By reconstructing these sequences of historical events between pro- and antiimmigration forces, I identified four overlapping and interactive processes that helped
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unintentionally sustain ongoing movement-countermovement dynamics between
pro- and anti-immigration forces. In this case movement organizations unintentionally
fanned the flames of their opposition and inadvertently created protracted conflict by
achieving moderate successes, crystallizing perceived threats they embodied, engaging in
venue shopping, and adapting to and innovating in response to opponents' tactics.
Up to this point, my empirical investigation has taken on a macro-focus. I have
examined the origins and development of contemporary anti-immigration activism, as
well as the larger movement-countermovement dynamics and unintentional processes
shaping this movement's trajectory. However, I have yet to discuss—at a more microlevel—how and why individuals get involved in contemporary anti-immigration activism.
The next two chapters explore this issue, first, conceptually and then empirically.
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CHAPTER 4: RETHINKING HOW SOCIAL MOVEMENT MICROMOBILIZATION
WORKS: THE CASE OF CONTEMPORARY ANTI-IMMIGRATION ACTIVISM IN
THE UNITED STATES
Introduction
This chapter presents the conceptual framework used to examine—at a more
individual level—how and why individuals mobilized in the contemporary U.S. antiimmigration movement. Here I review competing models of micromobilization, noting
their weaknesses and drawing on their strengths to develop my own three-step sympathyinitiated model that simplifies and captures the key transitional stages through which
individuals in the anti-immigration movement pass as the micromobilization process
unfolds. In so doing, I bring attention to the importance of examining not only what
explanatory factors influence micromobilization but also whether the same or different
factors explain differentiation at each of distinct steps in this multi-stage process. Chapter
five, then, fleshes these insights out empirically.
Micromobilization has been of long standing interest to social movement
scholars. Much of the literature treats micromobilization as a static, binary dependent
variable (see, for example, Barkan, Cohn and Whitaker 1995; Kitts 1999; Nepstad and
Smith 1999; Passy and Giugni 2001; Walsh and Warland 1983; Wiltfang and McAdam
1991)—individuals either participate or do not (Snow, Rochford, Worden, Benford
1986)—rather than as a multi-step, ongoing process. Identifying attributes participants
possess and non-participants lack is the sine qua non of this literature (Munson 2008).
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An important—though often ignored—issue in this literature revolves
around matters of definition. What is it exactly that we are (or should be) studying when
we examine micromobilization? Before scholars can argue constructively about what
factors affect (and how they affect) micromobilization, we need to build consensus
around what exactly micromobilization is. Is micromobilization the same as "differential
participation"? Is examining why someone is willing to participate in collective action
equivalent to an examination of collective action participation? These questions have
only been addressed indirectly and sporadically for the most part. As a result, different
studies—operating with varied definitions and conceptualizations—have sometimes
generated vague and seemingly contradictory results.
Despite the large amount of work in this area, conceptual ambiguities and
theoretical gaps persist. For starters, the concept micromobilization gets used in two
rather distinct ways. First, while participation is the ultimate outcome to be accounted for,
researchers have identified several analytically distinct steps that combine to generate this
outcome of interest (Beyerlein and Hipp 2006; Klandermans and Oegema 1987; Oegema
and Klandermans 1994; Munson 2008). Micromobilization is thus, in some cases,
conceptualized as a multi-stage process in which distinct mechanisms differentiate
individuals at each stage (Klandermans 2004; Schussman and Soule 2005).
On the other hand, earlier work by Snow et al. (1986: 465) conceived of
micromobilization as "the range of interactive processes devised and employed by SMOs
and their representative actors to mobilize or influence various target groups with respect
to the pursuit of collective or common interests". This definition built on earlier works by
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Gamson et al. (1982) and Walsh (1981). This second conceptualization turns
attention toward processes that differentiate collective action participants and nonparticipants but makes no mention of multi-stage theory. Additionally, this perspective
overemphasizes the role interests, values, and beliefs play in micromobilization. Focusing
exclusively on frame alignment, these authors helped elevate the cognitive dimensions of
culture at the expense of the emotions from which cognitive structures derived much of
their causal force (Goodwin, Jasper and Polletta 2001; Jasper 1997, 1998, 2011, Jasper
and Paulsen 1995). Finally, the approach relegated processes of differentiation to
something mostly organizations (strategically) accomplished. Subsequent research,
however, distinguishes between organizational mobilization attempts (Gerhards and
Rucht 1992) and mobilization attempts initiated by individuals and small groups
(Bekkers, Beunders, Edwards and Moody 2011).
Merging insights from multi-stage theory with these more classical perspectives, I
suggest micromobilization, instead, refer to individuals': (a) passage through analytically
distinct steps of incorporation into collective action, (b) each of which results in
individuals being differentiated through cognitive, emotive, and/or structural processes.
This definition is advantageous because it blends insights from recent theoretical
advances in the modeling of micromobilization (e.g., Beyerlein and Hipp 2006;
Klandermans 2004; Klandermans and Oegema 1987; Oegema and Klandermans 1994;
Munson 2008; Schussman and Soule 2005) with what has been a more traditional focus
on cognitive mechanisms of differentiation (e.g., Gamson et al. 1982; Walsh 1981; Snow
et al. 1986), while at the same time acknowledging recent insights emerging from the
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'emotional turn' literature (e.g., Goodwin, Jasper and Polletta 2000, 2001; Jasper
1997, 1998, 2011, Jasper and Paulsen 1995).
My definitional change is simple, yet may have far reaching implications. While
definitions remain fluid and contested, mine is an initial attempt to integrate and
synthesize a rather diverse, yet interrelated, body of social movement micromobilization
literature in order to devise a more coherent research agenda for the future. By extension,
I am suggesting researchers attune their agendas not simply to an analysis of a single
participation/non-participation binary outcome but, instead, (1) focus on identifying
analytically distinct steps leading to participation and, in so doing, (2) examine the
potentially similar and dissimilar processes through which individuals are differentiated
at each of these steps. My general point here is that definitions matter because they
provide the boundaries within which concepts are developed and, by extension, the sign
posts scholars use to guide their research. Without minimal agreement on these
boundaries, concepts become unclear and researchers often speak past rather than to each
other.
Unfortunately, extant social movement literature has often been overly content to
treat these as separate endeavors. It is thus not enough, as Munson puts it (2008: 47), to
proffer "a collection of 'factors' that must 'come together' to produce" participation. The
goal here is to step beyond the kind of 'either-or' analysis characterizing much of the
literature on micromobilization. This dissertation is not an exclusive analysis of the
stages through which activists pass as they are mobilized, nor is the focus solely on
factors differentiating activists and non-activists. Instead, my purpose is to have a foot in
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both of these problems and to show they are inseparable issues that must be studied
together. In other words the mission involves identifying those general stages through
which individuals must pass as they are incorporated into the contemporary antiimmigration movement, and how—at each of these distinct stages in the
micromobilization process—different factors affect who is selected 'in' and who 'drops
out' of the movement.
In this chapter I argue these two issues are intimately connected. Outlining the
different steps in the mobilization process is only useful if we can identify how
individuals are differentiated at each distinct stage. This means identifying the unique
cluster of factors driving differentiation processes at each step on the way towards
participation. At the same time, the quest to identify significant differentiating factors
misses the mark to a large degree in the absence of a clearly defined conceptual model of
the micromobilization process outlining the discrete, sequential steps of which it is made
up. For instance, suggesting networks, beliefs, emotions and prior activist experience
matter at all in determining an individual's micromobilization trajectory begs the
questions: at exactly which step(s)—or when—in the micromobilization process do these
factors matter or not matter? Often when researchers argue back and forth about one
factor or another mattering more or less when it comes to micromobilization, they are not
entirely clear in articulating at what point in the process this or that factor enters the fray
or becomes obsolete. Thus, the central issue I attend to in this work is two-sided: (1)
what general steps make up the anti-immigration micromobilization process and (2) how,
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why, and if at all do different or the same explanatory factors 'matter' at each of
these conceptually distinct phases in this micromobilization process?
I begin my discussion with a critical examination of what I have identified to be
the three dominant perspectives on how social movement micromobilization works. The
models of micromobilization discussed are: (a) the affect model, (b) the initial contact
model and (c) the sympathy-initiated model. It is my contention that while all three
possess strengths and weaknesses, the body of available empirical evidence suggests the
sympathy-initiated model to be not only a more promising general model of movement
micromobilization, but also, for case-related reasons, quite appropriate for the study of
micromobilization in the contemporary U.S. anti-immigration movement as well.
Examining Models of Social Movement Micromobilization
The Affect Model
Over the past two decades social movement scholars have raised concerns about
the absence of emotions in research on activist participation. These scholars have argued
convincingly that micromobilization is driven just as much by emotion as it is by
numerous other factors, such as rational calculation and interpersonal and organizational
ties (Gamson 1992; Gould 2002; Gurr 1970; Jasper 1997, 1998, 2011; Jasper and Poulsen
1995; Kim 2002; Luker 1984; Nepstad and Smith 2001). Passion generates participation,
and emotions play a crucial role in the micromobilization process.
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I refer to this first model of social movement micromobilization as the affect
model17. Emerging research on the role emotions play in mobilizing individuals finds
that, in some cases, individuals may be more immediately spurred to mobilize than was
previously thought (see figure 7). In order to capture the expediency with which some
individuals may mobilize in the absence of such ties, movement scholars introduced the
idea of moral shocks (Jasper 1997, 1998; Jasper and Poulsen 1995). They argue that these
powerful emotional responses are frequently a first step in the micromobilization process
and “occur when an unexpected event or piece of information raises such a sense of
outrage in a person that she becomes inclined toward political action, whether or not she
has acquaintances in the movement" (Jasper 1998: 409). Jasper and Poulsen (1995), for
instance, found that individuals were recruited into animal rights' activism as a result of
visual and verbal rhetoric propagated by the movement. The strong visceral reaction this
elicited was enough to draw recruits in, even in the absence of prior activist experience or
family and friends being involved in the movement. Luker (1984) documented how
women’s exposure to disturbing abortion-related information generated outrage,
motivating them to seek out personally a chance to become involved in the pro-life
movement. Gould (2001) demonstrated how moral shock played an important role in
initially spurring recruitment into the AIDS activist movement known as ACT UP.

17

The affect model is a general causal model of social movement micromobilization,
specific to no particular social movement theory or researcher. It is a general
representation of the kind of work done by scholars discussed in this section, such as
Jasper, Poulsen, and Luker and is closely related to the concept of moral shock also
discussed here.
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Additionally, what Jasper (1997) refers to as "the pleasures of protest" can often
generate the initial spark igniting micromobilization.
Collectively, this scholarship, while not ignoring the role structural factors play in
mobilizing individuals, eagerly brings to the foreground the requisite emotional work
needed to spark movement support. Passions, it is argued, can often serve as the catalyst
for initial mobilization even in the absence of structural conditions typically lauded as
either necessary and/or sufficient for participation. The affect model thus posits that in
many circumstances powerful emotions, on their own, jumpstart micromobilization.
Shortcomings of the Affect Model
This body of research has provided an important contribution to the
micromobilization agenda in so far as it has redirected scholarly attention toward the
centrality of emotions. At the same time, such vocal championing of emotions has
threatened to drown out existing voices suggesting movement congruent beliefs and
cognitive appraisals of movement goals and tactics⎯movement sympathy or
support⎯also play a significant role in sparking micromobilization. Jasper (1997: 108),
his self, notes "our cognitive beliefs about how the world is, our moral vision of how the
world should be, and our emotional attachments to that world march in close step" (also
see: Drury and Reicher 2005). Such theoretical even-handedness, however, is not always
translated empirically.
The central limitation with recent scholarship employing the affect model is that
emotions (often in the absence of other factors) are frequently treated as though, or it is
implied as though, they alone might trigger micromobilization. This is most readily
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apparent in studies of micromobilization where moral shock is argued to play a
significant role (see, for example, Jasper 1997; Jasper and Poulsen1995; Luker 1984;
Nepstad and Smith 2001; Warren 2010). Evidence from other micromobilization studies,
however, suggests that a host of other factors, such as movement congruent beliefs or
social ties are of central importance in sparking micromobilization (Barkan, Cohn and
Whitaker 1995; Opp and Gern 1993; Klandermans and Oegema 1987; McAdam 1986;
McAdam and Paulsen 1993; Munson 2008; Oegema and Klandermans 1994; Passy 2001;
Passy and Giugni 2001; Snow, Zurcher, Eckland-Olson 1980).
Emotions are themselves generated through processes of frame alignment and
consensus building, thereby demonstrating their joint rather than solo role as
micromobilization precipitant. Several social-psychological studies examining the
relationship between collective identity and collective action find that emotions work in
concert with social identity, social cognition, and motivation to form "a motivational
constellation" driving micromobilization (van Stekelenburg and Klandermans 2010: 162).
Research by Dumont, Yzerbyt, Wigboldus and Gordijn (2003), for instance,
demonstrated empirically the links between emotions and social identity. In an
experiment conducted in The Netherlands and Belgium just after the September 11, 2001
attacks against the World Trade Center in New York, they found that social
categorization (and the subsequent identities this triggered) significantly affected
emotional reactions, behavioral tendencies and actual behaviors. By "focusing
participants' attention on an identity that included American victims into a common ingroup," researchers were able to elicit increased fear and stronger fear-related behavioral
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tendencies and fear-related behaviors "than when victims were categorized as outgroup members" (2003:1509). In sum, for the purposes of clarifying a persistent
ambiguity in this literature, I point out that emotion, rather than single-handedly
motivating participation in collective action, instead amplifies and works in concert with
social identities, cognitions and other motivators to generate participation (Bernd and
Klandermans 2001; van Zomeren, Postmes, and Spears 2008; van Zomeren, Spears,
Fischer and Leach 2004).
The Initial Contact Model
Proponents of this model generally argue that some form of initial contact and
activism, rather counter intuitively, precedes well-developed movement congruent
beliefs. Work by Ziad Munson on the Pro-life Movement clearly epitomizes this initial
contact model. In his book The Making of Pro-Life Activists (2008: 48) Munson argued
that some form of initial contact with a pro-life movement was the catalyst for later
development of well-conceived, deeply entrenched beliefs about abortion. Munson found
that direct personal contact with a social movement occurring synchronously in the
context of a turning point in an individual's life facilitated incorporation into a movement.
This initial contact, in turn, led to participation in the pro-life movement, which then
promoted development of movement specific beliefs. Based on these now coherent and
clearly defined beliefs, individuals then engaged in regular participation in social
movement activity.
In this approach movement-congruent beliefs are given a crucial, albeit
supporting, role in the initiation of the micromobilization process. Rather than viewed as
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initial catalysts shaping subsequent mobilization, ideas themselves are transformed
and acted upon by causally antecedent factors. In similar fashion Kathleen Blee's (1996;
2002) research on female participation in the contemporary Ku Klux Klan and Neo Nazi
organizations revealed that women were converted to these organizations' specific racist
principles after joining. Personal networks played a crucial role in the mobilization
process as women were initially recruited via friends, family, and significant others rather
than personally seeking out racist organizations on their own.
What these first two approaches to modeling mobilization have in common is that
movement congruent beliefs, while still believed to be important, are argued to not
typically or always play a lone or significant role in initially jumpstarting the
micromobilization process (see figure 8)18. In fact, they can be the result of participation.
Researchers in this camp submit that by presupposing individuals enter into movements
primarily because they are motivated by sympathy with a movement's goals or tactics, we
overlook multiple other viable pathways through which micromobilization develops. This
is especially true with Blee (1996; 2002) and Munson's (2008) work on right wing social
movements. In a general sense, then, participation is the result of a multi-step process in
which initial contact spurs some form of initial participation that strengthens and coheres
movement congruent beliefs which leads to full-blown, regular movement participation.

18

The initial contact model refers to a general causal model of social movement
micromobilization. It is a general representation of the kind of work done by scholars
such as Munson (2008) and Blee (1996). However, Munson (2008) has done more than
any other scholar to build and elaborate this model. Therefore, the initial contact model as
discussed in this dissertation focuses most directly on the model of micromobilization
elaborated in Munson's (2008) The Making of Pro-Life Activists.
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Shortcomings of the Initial Contact Model
Issue 1:
However, there are counterpoints to consider in relation to the generalized initial
contact model discussed here. Studies downplaying the initial importance sympathy plays
in jumpstarting micromobilization seem to actually indicate that it is not so much
movement congruent sympathy that is lacking in individuals as they are initially
mobilized, but well-conceived, firmly entrenched, concrete beliefs specific to the
movement. It is important to remember, however, that a movement's goals may be
multiple and its ideological infrastructure multifaceted. Members do not always adhere
uniformly to every one of the beliefs housed within a social movement (Barkan, Cohn,
Whitaker 1995; Munson 2008). An individual may possess some level of initial sympathy
with a movement, just enough to get him interested and then come to strengthen or revise
these beliefs or adopt new ones after he participates and is further socialized into the
movement. As part of this socialization process, he becomes more ideologically
committed to the movement as his emerging activist identity takes shape (McAdam 1986;
Klandermans 2002; Turner, Oakes, Haslam, McGarty 1994).
This is aptly illustrated in Blee's work (1996: 693). Racist hate movement
participants acknowledged they already initially held racist attitudes towards blacks
before joining, but it was revealed that anti-Semitic attitudes⎯a core, yet distinct,
ideological component of most racist organizations⎯were often learned only after
joining these racist groups. If we take this argument about beliefs developing after initial
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contact to its logical extreme one has to ask: how does mobilization begin in the
first place if there has to be an active movement in place prior to the development of
ideology? At some point before the full-blown movement exists some highly motivated
and ideologically committed initiators have to mobilize (Boekkooi, Klandermans and van
Stekenlenburg 2011; McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald 1996).19 And crystallized grievances
among at least this small proportion of organizers would then seem to have to precede
any full-blown social movement activism. Perhaps initial organization of a movement
turns most heavily on sympathy, whereas micromobilization of subsequent participants
follows the initial contact model.
Evidence provides mixed support for the model. Blee (2011: 240) notes that
becoming a racist extremist, for example, is a "complex and uneven process." Indeed,
recent work on white supremacy in the United States both confirms and disconfirms the
initial contact model, revealing that some women developed racist ideologies only after
taking action while others developed ideologies prior to participating. Still others
experienced altogether different trajectories (Blee 2011). Similarly, Linden and
Klandermans (2007) discovered multiple unique pathways to participation in extreme
19

Proponents of the initial contact thesis may, drawing upon resource mobilization and
political process theory, counterclaim that micromobilization is frequently generated in
the first place by entrepreneurs (the kind of highly motivated and ideologically
committed individuals to which I previously referred) and/or pre-existing networks and
organizations produced by prior waves of mobilization (McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald
1996). These operate to facilitate the kind of initial contact to which my critique applies.
This defense, however, seem most appropriate for more mature movements that have had
the time and resources necessary to accrue the kinds of mobilizing structures one would
need in order for action to regularly precede ideological commitment. Munson (2008)
admits that his initial contact model may be more applicable to mature movements, such
as the pro-life movement he studied.
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right activism in the Netherlands. In their case, initial contact, sympathy, rewarding
experiences and shifting cognitions intermixed in a not-prescribed order to generate
participation.
Issue 2:
There are also methodological weaknesses to consider. Munson (2008: 12
emphasis added), for example, identified non-activists in his study "by asking activists
for names of friends, acquaintances, neighbors, or colleagues who they thought might be
pro-life and yet were not actively involved in the pro-life movement." Non-activists were
"individuals who…never regularly donated their time or money to a pro-life
organizations" (Munson 2008: 12). In other words, most individuals in the sample were
already clear pro-life sympathizers or were at least somewhat sympathetic to the cause
(Munson 2008: 189). Upon initial contact with the movement, their movement congruent
ideas and beliefs were unpolished and inchoate, but nonetheless were present. The
sample, thus, fails to clearly differentiate between the ideologically sympathetic and
unsympathetic. Therefore, one cannot dismiss the strong possibility that movement
congruent beliefs influenced mobilization.
On the whole, then, when one looks at the scant empirical work that rests either
explicitly or implicitly on the initial contact model, one finds that while individuals did
not always possess deeply entrenched ideologies (or only possessed some movement
related beliefs, but not others), they almost always did possess some initial level of
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movement sympathy.20 Thus, while firm adherence to movement goals and tactics
may not necessarily precede participation⎯in fact, it may be the result of further
socialization into a movement⎯general movement sympathy, as opposed to wellconceived, coherent movement ideology, is almost always the likely starting point for
micromobilization. This incipient affinity frequently provides the initial spark driving an
individual's incorporation into and passage through subsequent stages.
Issue 3:
While the initial contact model raises interesting questions about processes of
micromobilization in more established, mature movements, its applicability is more
tenuous in the specific case of the contemporary anti-immigration movement. Munson
(2008) himself acknowledges the initial contact model may be less applicable in the
context of newly emerging social movements lacking a clearly defined organizational
infrastructure, such as the anti-immigration case examined in this dissertation. While
vigilante activity and nativism, generally, are not new phenomena in the United States,
the contemporary anti-immigration movement certainly is (Chavez 2008; Doty 2009;
Navarro 2009). One may contrast this with the pro-life movement Munson (2008)
studied, which has been around, in some shape or form, for several decades and is well
entrenched throughout the United States.
Moreover, the initial contact model is less applicable to the contemporary antiimmigration case for yet another reason: the movement lacks a well-defined
organizational infrastructure, relative to other historically notable movements. As
20

Seventy-seven percent of Munson's (2008) activists possessed some degree of pro-life
movement sympathy prior to becoming activists.
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Navarro (2009: 193) points out, the contemporary anti-immigration movement and
its key organizations are structurally decentralized and lack a clearly defined hierarchical
structure, relying more on Weberian charismatic authority and less on routinized, rational
authority. If a clear organizational infrastructure does not exist and cannot, therefore,
offer a slick, prepackaged set of ideological tools to its adherents, it makes it more
difficult for movements to be the kind of "crucibles in which activists form beliefs about
issues" that Munson envisions (2008: 195). In such cases, it becomes crucial that
individuals are sympathetic to the cause before being mobilized, bringing with them
movement congruent attitudes and ideologies.
The take away point from my examination of the initial contact model is twofold: (1) There are good reasons to think the initial contact model is inappropriate for an
analysis of micromobilization in the contemporary anti-immigration movement and (2)
while firm adherence to movement goals and tactics may not necessarily precede
participation⎯in fact, it may be the result of further socialization into a
movement⎯general movement sympathy, as opposed to well-conceived, coherent
movement ideology, is almost always the likely starting point for micromobilization.21

21

According to Munson (2008), 57 percent of pro-life activists in his study were clearly
pro-life sympathizers prior to joining the movement. Twenty percent had mixed or
indifferent beliefs about abortion issues. In other words they possessed some degree of
sympathy. In total, then, 77 percent of Munson's activists possessed some degree of prolife movement sympathy prior to becoming activists. While this still means that 23
percent of activists were actually pro-choice sympathizers prior to joining, the relatively
low n associated with this finding actually supports my general argument that, on the
whole, sympathy precedes participation much more frequently than participation precedes
the development of movement congruent beliefs.
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This incipient affinity for a movement frequently provides the initial spark driving
an individual's passage or incorporation into subsequent stages.
A voluminous body of literature modeling micromobilization as a more
cognitively driven process supports this assertion. This research serves as the starting
point for my discussion of the sympathy-initiated model, an alternative to the affect and
initial contact models of movement micromobilization. Below I examine variants of this
model, noting its strengths and weaknesses. I then offer my own reformulation of the
model.
The Sympathy-initiated Model
The sympathy-initiated model represents a promising alternative to the affect and
initial contact perspectives. The dominant model of movement mobilization in recent
decades conceptualizes the phenomenon as one in which movement congruent beliefs
play a critical role in jumpstarting micromobilization. In other words, eventual movement
participation hinges on whether or not individuals initially sympathize with or support a
movement. Here the sympathy-initiated model refers to a general causal model of social
movement mobilization rather than any one specific model. For ease of analysis, I've
subsumed the following variations of the model under the term sympathy-initiated model:
Klandermans and Oegema's (1987) four-step process, Beyerlein and Hipp's (2006) twostep process, and various other single-step iterations (e.g., Wiltfang and McAdam 1991;
McAdam 1986; Kitts 1999; Nepstad and Smith 1999; Barkan, Cohn and Whitaker 1995;
Passy and Giugni 2001; Walsh and Warland 1983). While there is little consensus as to
the specific number of stages involved in the micromobilization process (a point to which
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I return later), the general consensus among proponents of this model⎯either
explicitly stated or implicitly assumed⎯is that individuals join a movement initially as a
result of movement congruent beliefs and attitudes. Individuals must initially sympathize
with a movement if they are to participate at some point down the line. Subsequent
participation then hinges on translating this sympathy into motivation to act, which in
turn must be transformed into actual participation. The particular formulation of the
model developed in this dissertation to understand micromobilization in the antiimmigration movement borrows directly from this stream of research.
Single-Step Empirical Studies
Much of the traditional micromobilization literature empirically investigates a
single step in what has been described as a multi-step micromobilization process (see
figure 9). These single-step empirical models often examine why, among either pools of
sympathizers or individuals willing to participate in activism, some individuals end up
participating while others fail to do so. The goal is to identify individual attributes and
microstructural characteristics influencing participation, among these specific pools of
respondents. This approach is limited, however, because it does not address how these
pools of either movement sympathizers or individuals willing to participate are initially
drawn. In other words, single-step empirical studies of micromobilization focus narrowly
on predicting participation without examining its necessary preconditions.

McAdam (1986), for example, despite recognizing micromobilization is a multistage process, only sampled individuals already sympathetic to the civil rights movement.
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As Beyerlein and Hipp (2002, p. 220) point out, this sample truncation makes it
"impossible to identify the factors that distinguish individuals who initially support
movement goals and tactics from those who initially reject them." Numerous other
empirical studies of micromobilization fall into the same trap found in McAdam's (1986)
project. In their study of differential participation in the anti-hunger movement, Barkan,
Cohn and Whitaker (1995) sampled members of Bread for the World, an organization
leading the fight against hunger. Kitts (1999) explored individuals' level of involvement
in a grassroots environmental group by sampling active members of the organization.
Focusing on micromobilization in the Central American Peace movement, Nepstad and
Smith (1999) utilized an approach similar to that of McAdam's (1986). Using
applications to participate in a Nicaragua Exchange brigade led by the solidarity
organization Nicaragua Exchange, Nepstad and Smith (1999) identified factors
distinguishing participants from non participants. Passy and Giugni (2001) sampled
members of the Bern Declaration, an organization of the Swiss solidarity movement
specializing in development-aid issues, in order to explain differential participation in this
movement. Examining differential involvement in community mobilization around the
1979 Three Mile Island incident in the United States, Walsh and Warland (1983) drew
separate samples of free riders and politically active citizens and then compared the two
groups along critical dimensions to discern why some individuals mobilized and other
chose to free ride. Finally, Wiltfang and McAdam (1991) sampled participants in the
sanctuary movement in order to examine why some members engaged in high-risk
activism while others failed to do so.
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While scholars assume initial movement sympathy plays an important role
in jumpstarting micromobilization, it is unclear how sympathizers and non-sympathizers
are differentiated and how sympathy is translated into motivation to participate. The
same, of course, can be said for motivation. Willingness is an important prerequisite of
participation (Beyerlein and Hipp 2006; Klandermans and Oegema 1987), yet single-step
empirical studies of micromobilization often fail to consider how and why motivation
forms or how motivation is transformed into participation.
Two-Step Empirical Studies
Beyerlein and Hipp (2006), still working within the parameters of traditional
multi-stage micromobilization theory, conducted a two-step empirical investigation of
micromobilization. Individuals were first differentiated according to their willingness to
participate in activism and, second, were differentiated based on whether or not they
actually ended up participating (see figure 10). Using this strategy, the authors identified
factors influencing willingness to protest and, separately, actual protest. Extant theory,
however, suggests the development of movement sympathy is a precondition for the
differentiation of motivation to participate (Klandermans and Oegema 1987;
Klandermans 1997; and Oegema and Klandermans 1994). By overlooking how this initial
differentiation of sympathy works, this two-step study limits social movement scholars'
ability to examine whether the same or different factors impact differentiation across
more than two important steps in the micromobilization process.
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Four-Step Empirical Studies
Operating within the parameters of traditional micromobilization scholarship,
Klandermans and Oegema (1987) conducted an empirical investigation of four
analytically distinct steps in the micromobilization process, the first of which involves the
differentiation of movement sympathy (see figure 11). Movement sympathizers,
otherwise known as the 'mobilization potential', represent the group of individuals in
society that could be recruited into a movement (Cohen 1985; Klandermans and Oegema
1987; Kreisi, Saris and Wille 1993; McVeigh 1995). Crucially, the mobilization potential
represents the boundaries within which a movement may successfully then attempt to
recruit potential activists (Kreisi et al 1993). These targeted recruitment attempts
represent the second step in the micromobilization process and are argued to be a causally
necessary precondition for eventual participation. At this second step sympathy is
channeled through targeted recruitment networks. Having been targeted for recruitment,
individuals are then differentiated according to their motivation or willingness to
participate in movement activism. Of course, motivated individuals do not always
participate. At the final step, barriers to participation must be removed. Drawing samples
of movement sympathizers and non-sympathizers allowed Klandermans and Oegema
(1987) to not only examine the differentiation of initial sympathy, but to compare
processes of differentiation across multiple steps. They were, however, unable to
empirically analyze differentiation at the final step (actual participation) due to
limitations in their sample.

163

Revising the Sympathy-initiated Model For My Case
Prior research has shown that social movement micromobilization should be
thought of as a process involving a series of critical selection procedures in which
entering into subsequent stages requires passage through its antecedent. The sympathyinitiated model of social movement micromobilization represents a clear alternative to the
affect and initial contact models. According to the sympathy-initiated model, initial
micromobilization is ultimately generated by movement congruent attitudes and beliefs.
Various iterations either explicitly demonstrate or implicitly assume that
micromobilization involves initial sympathy being translated into willingness to
participate, which is then transformed into actual participation.
One strength of the sympathy-initiated model lies in its generality, its ability to
incorporate the most important aspects of the affect model. As previously discussed,
affect and cognitive appraisals are intimately connected. However, proponents of the
affect model presume powerful emotion is often enough to trigger initial
micromobilization processes. Yet, a moral shock, by virtue of it being moral, involves
cognitive appraisal, which often manifests itself in support or opposition toward a
movement. Strong emotion entails cognitive appraisal, but the opposite is not necessarily
true. In this respect, it makes more sense to think of sympathy with a social movement as
a starting point for micromobilization, rather than emotion. This, however, does not
preclude emotion as an important factor among many in differentiating individuals
throughout the various steps in the micromobilization process, especially when it comes
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to actual participation (Jasper 2011; Munson 2008). In this sense, moral shock
becomes a potentially important explanatory factor that can be used to understand
differentiation among individuals as they move through steps in the micromobilization
process (Jasper 2011, p. 293). Additionally, the weight of empirical evidence and logic
fall in favor of the sympathy-initiated model. I as I argued earlier, most studies
developing the initial contact model, for instance, inadvertently demonstrate that
micromobilization most often begins with the differentiation of sympathy. Finally, for
reasons discussed earlier in this section, sympathy is also a justified starting point in the
micromobilization process given the initial contact model is likely inappropriate for an
analysis of micromobilization in the contemporary anti-immigration movement.
However, extant research using the sympathy-initiated model often reduces the
mobilization process to an empirical analysis of one or two steps, foregoing analysis or
theoretical consideration of other important stages, or (as is the case with the
Klandermans and Oegema model) implies recruitment and network linkages operate as
causally necessary factors that come into play only at a specific point in the
micromobilization process rather than treating them as mobilizing structures that may or
may not affect the differentiation of individuals at more than one step throughout this
process. Some (Jasper and Young 2007) have argued that Klandermans and Oegema's
(1987) model overemphasizes social ties' causally necessary role in micromobilization. In
fact, quite often networks may play little role in pulling individuals into social
movements (Jasper 1997, 1998; Jasper and Poulsen 1995; Jasper and Young 2007; Luker
1984; Fisher and McInerney 2012), despite contrary popular consensus (Jasper and
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Young 2007). This is not to say that networks do not matter. Several authors have
argued persuasively that they may in many cases (Barkan et al 1995; McAdam 1986;
McAdam and Paulson 1993; Kitts 1999; Passy and Guigni 2001; Snow et al 1980).
However, they do not always matter and, often, their causal effects are exaggerated and
unclear (Jasper and Young 2007).
I suggest that Klandermans and Oegema (1987) actually under theorize the role
social ties play in the micromobilization process. Rather than solely conceiving of
recruitment and mobilization attempts as a causally necessary precondition for the
generation of movement sympathy (that may or may not translate into motivation), I
argue social ties are best conceived of as conduits of processes that may or may not
contribute to the differentiation of individuals at one, some or none of the steps making
up the micromobilization process.
Evidence from my study of anti-immigration activism supports this assertion.
Counter to Klandermans and Oegema's (1987: 523) proposal that individuals in the
mobilization potential who are not the target of recruitment attempts are "without
exception unwilling to participate," I found that roughly 31 percent of individuals in the
anti-immigration mobilization potential not targeted for recruitment were still willing to
participate. This suggests that in the contemporary anti-immigration movement, at least,
recruitment networks and mobilization attempts were not causally necessary for the
translation of sympathy into willingness to participate.
My approach (a) explicitly acknowledges the probabilistic influence of social ties
on micromobilization, following Jasper and Young (2007), rather than tethering them to a
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strong causal determinism implied in the Klandermans and Oegema (1987) model,
and (b) (as shown below) allows me to more fully theorize social ties' differentiating
capacities by identifying varied ways they might influence differentiation at multiple
analytically distinct steps in the micromobilization process. While social ties may play a
critical role in generating awareness about opportunities to participate in collective
action, I want to suggest they can accomplish much more.
Reconceptualizing the Role of Social Ties in Micromobilization:
For quite some time, 'structural availability'—the "presence of interpersonal
networks which facilitate recruitment to activism" (Schussman and Soule 2005: 1086)—
has been a central concept in the study of micromobilization. While a number of
important factors, such as biographical availability and psychological and political
engagement have been found to be important in micromobilization, social ties hold a
preeminent place in this literature.
Rather than suggesting social ties and networks are central to micromobilization
because they exist as a kind of necessary hurdle that must be cleared only at a particular
point in a prescribed, uni-directional sequence of steps, I argue social ties are of central
importance because they act as conduits channeling social process that may help drive
differentiation at multiple analytically distinct micromobilization stages. Below, I suggest
how social ties might help differentiate individuals at each of the three remaining steps in
the Klandermans and Oegema (1987) model.
Differentiating Sympathy. Interrelated processes of consensus mobilization and
frame alignment generate movement support. Social ties play a critical role in these
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processes. Klandermans (1984: 586) refers to consensus mobilization as "a process
through which a social movement tries to obtain support for its viewpoints." This is a
purposeful effort and doing so requires that movements engage in public struggles aimed
at defining collective goods and developing and justifying strategies and tactics, all the
while engaging and countering opponents. One perspective on social movements
suggests that success in generating support turns on a movement's ability to engage in
interpretive work known as framing (Benford and Snow 2000; Snow et al. 1986; Snow
2004). Movements actively engage and construct meanings for audiences through core
processes of diagnostic, prognostic and motivational framing. Subsequent collective
action frames "serve an interpretive function by focusing, articulating, and extending
meanings to activate adherents, transform bystanders into supporters, exact concessions
from targets, and demobilize antagonists" (Snow and Byrd 2007:124). Social ties are the
conduits through which these consensus-building processes unfold and, thus, shape their
trajectories.
Klandermans (1984: 586) points out that the degree to which consensus and
support has been mobilized "can be measured by the extent to which [social movementdefined collective] goods are known and valued." Social ties again play a central role in
mobilizing consensus because they greatly affect (a) how aware people are of a collective
good and (b) the degree to which they value that collective good. Understanding how
social ties influence (a) and (b) requires that we understand two key features of network
ties. The first of these is 'strength,' which is a function of "the amount of time invested in
[a tie], its emotional intensity, intimacy, mutual trust and exchange of services"
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(Granovetter 1973 as cited in Boekkooi, Klandermans and van Stekelenburg 2011:
224). Strong ties can be tremendously important in getting people to support movement
goals/tactics and to value a collective good because people's opinions are influenced by
individuals in those groups most important to them. On the other hand, weak ties may be
of value to a social movement in instances when there already exists mobilization
potentials from which a movement can draw. In some cases, it may be enough to simply
spread information about the campaign as widely as possible through various mass media
outlets with the hope that individuals' weak ties will connect different groups
(Granovetter 1973 as cited in Boekkooi et al. 2011: 225). In other cases, it may make
more sense for movement organizers to overcome the limitations of their own strong ties
by relying on "activist channels such as activist papers, email lists, blogs, or websites"
(Boekkooi et al. 2011: 225).
Aside from its strength, a tie's 'value' can also affect the generation and
differentiation of movement support. This second characteristic of network ties refers to
"whether the relationship among [individuals constituting the social tie] is positive,
neutral or negative" (Boekkooi et al. 2011: 224). For instance, if group A and group B
have a positive social tie, then if group A displays high levels of awareness of and highly
values a collective good, group B is likely to behave similarly and display support for the
social movement in question. Conversely, individuals also form opinions by way of
contrast with groups to which they do not belong, groups that may be viewed as
antagonists (Kitts 2006). It is in these ways that social ties may influence the
differentiation of movement sympathy.
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Differentiating Motivation. Once sympathy for the cause has been
generated, this support has to then be transformed into motivation. Motivation then
mediates sympathetic identification with a movement and actual participation in a
movement. Scholars have identified four general collective action motives—
instrumentality, identity, emotion, and ideology. I consider each of these briefly.
Being asked to participate or support a movement generates motivation by
encouraging people to think about the potential costs and benefits associated with
participation (Klandermans and Oegema 1987). Klandermans (1984) argues that
collective action motivation rests on an instrumental calculation of collective benefits and
social and non-social selective incentives. Collective benefit is calculated by multiplying
the value of an end and the expectation that the end will be achieved. Motivated
individuals value the 'end' pursued and believe that 'end' can be achieved. Expectations
for success are a composite of expectations about participation from others, as well as the
expectation that one's own participation will lead to a successful outcome.
However, group-based identity also influences motivation (van Stekelenburg and
Klandermans 2009). Willingness to participate can also hinge on the strength of an
individual's identification with a particular group (Stryker, Owens and White 2000).
Simon and Klandermans (2001) found that individuals were more highly motivated to
participate when identification with an aggrieved group was subsequently translated into
identification with a particular social movement or social movement organization.
The recent emotional-turn in the sociology of collective action has led scholars to
also recognize the role emotions play in micromobilization (Jasper 1997, 1998, 2011;
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Jasper, Goodwin and Polletta 2001). Social psychologists have also studied the
issue with renewed vigor. Van Zomeren et al. (2004), for instance, found that, in addition
to instrumental motives, emotion—ignited by anger tethered to individual perceptions of
unfairness, perceptions believed to be shared with other group members—offered a
distinct pathway to becoming willing to participate. Rational calculation and affective
response, thus, offer separate yet potentially reinforcing pathways to collective action
motivation. Alternatively, van Stekelenburg and Klandermans (2009: 183) suggested that
emotions could serve as accelerators—by making willingness translate faster into actual
collective action—or amplifiers—by strengthening individuals' pre-existing motivations
to participate.
Ideology offers a final unique path by which individuals become willing to
participate in collective action (van Stekelenburg and Klandermans 2009). Whereas
instrumental approaches emphasized the role of rational calculation, identity approaches
focused on the strength of group identification, and emotion approaches noted how
perceived injustices generate action-oriented emotions, ideology approaches suggest that
willingness to participate in collective action also rests on values. Such values may be, on
the one hand, individual or, on the other, held to be sacred to all group members of a
specific group.
Social ties play a critical role in transforming this constellation of individual
motives into to a collective group identity that serves as the basis of collective action.
Roger Gould's (1995) work on the relationship between identity, social relations and
collective action showcases how social relations shape collective identities, and, by
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extension, motivation to participate. Gould argues that individuals possess several
identities, any number of which can motivate participation in collective action. These
identities, however, become more or less salient as one's context, conceived of as the
social networks in which one is embedded, changes. As Gould states, "the social
categories (class, race, nation, and so on) within which individuals see themselves as
aligned with or against other individuals depend on the conceptual mapping of the social
relations in which they are involved and on the partitioning of people into collectivities
whose boundaries are logically implied by this mapping" (Gould 1995: 17).
The collective identity that serves as the basis for collective action and is a
powerful source of motivation, Gould terms 'participation identity', formally defining it as
"the social identification with respect to which an individual responds in a given instance
of social protest to specific normative and instrumental appeals" (1995:13). Gould's
insights suggest that the (re)structuring of one's social ties may have a significant
influence on which identity become salient at a given historical juncture, and, thus, which
identity (and by extension, ideologies) can possibly serve as the motivational basis for
collective action.
But it is not only informal social ties that matter in this regard. Networks of
formal organizations can also play a critical role in motivating participation by "fostering
contacts that cross the boundaries established by the routines of everyday life" (Gould
1995: 22). Not only do formal organizations help mobilize resources and direct action,
but they also raise the ceiling on participation identity by generating "social ties that

172

encourage the recognition of commonalities on a scale considerably broader than
would be expected on the basis of informal social networks alone" (Gould 1995:22).
Yet, in order for collective identity to spur mobilization it has to become more
than just salient. It must become politicized (Klandermans and van Stekenlenburg 2009).
Politicized collective identity can be distinguished from collective identity in three
respects. Politicized collective identity incorporates notions of shared grievance and
identifies targets for which blame may be attributed (Simon and Klandermans 2001) and
also helps construct oppositional groups and allies. Finally, politicized collective identity
orients behavior away from inaction and towards action taking (Klandermans and van
Stekenlenburg 2009: 178).
Thus, a second important role social ties play in differentiating motivation to
participate in collective action has to do with their ability to facilitate the transformation
from collective identity to politicized collective identity. Besides helping establish
collective grievances and consciousness, pre-existing mobilizing structures like informal
interpersonal networks and formal organizations help generate and sustain willingness to
participate in collective action by serving as the conduits through which framing
processes are strategically enacted and used to attach those collective grievances to
specific targets. Once blame has been allocated, desired compensations can be proposed
and adjudicated on, and plans drawn up to collectively redress these shared grievances.
Such information can then be disseminated within and across social networks through
various media formats.
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In sum, by merging insights from Gould with contemporary research in
social psychology, I am suggesting social ties—whether conceived of as informal
interpersonal networks or formal organizational linkages—help differentiate motivation
to participate in collective action in two respects largely overlooked in contemporary
micromobilization studies. First ties provide a relational structure in which participation
identities can be used to form the basis of collective consciousness. Second, ties can help
facilitate the transformation of this consciousness into a more politicized substance.
Differentiating Participation. Despite best intentions, the sympathetic and willing
often fail to actually participate. Motivation leads to participation when barriers to
involvement are removed. In a survey of Dutch Peace activism, Klandermans and
Oegema (1987: 529) found that sickness, work commitments, and the like may have
played a part in reducing participation. Barriers, however, can be removed and more
motivation can help individuals overcome taller barriers. Ultimately movements must
help arouse this motivation, remove barriers, or do both in order to prevent
nonparticipation through erosion and nonconversion (Oegema and Klandermans 1994).
Here I focus on social tie's role in removing or managing barriers towards
participation and highlight two important ways social ties do just that. First, social ties
help generate awareness of opportunities to participate, thereby reducing information
costs associated with these searches. Being asked to participate, for instance, is often
highly predictive of eventual participation (Schussman and Soule 2005; Verba,
Schlozman and Brady 1995). But being asked to participate 'works' partly because it
influences who is aware of a movement and its activities. An invitation to participate
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links potential recruits with social movement organizations (Klandermans 1984).
When movements generate awareness of their key organizations, they are essentially
reducing barriers to participation by reducing information costs associated with having to
seek these groups out on one's own. This also holds for individuals who have already
joined a movement organization or one of its affiliates and are, thus, more likely to have
their 'information searches' conducted by the most committed individuals in the
organization and its networks (Saunders et al. 2012: 266).
Second, it is possible that interpersonal networks can help differentiate between
participants and non-participants not by removing barriers, but by helping generate
sufficient motivation for individuals to personally seek out ways to manage, downplay, or
re-imagine these barriers. When individuals who are both sympathetic and willing to
participate have been asked to do so by individuals close to them in their interpersonal
networks, this gives them impetus to seriously reflect on the potential collective benefits
of and individual costs and benefits of participation. This calculation, in turn, may
generate such levels of motivation that individuals personally seek out ways to manage,
downplay, or reimagine present barriers. This kind of cost-benefit analysis of social
incentives has been shown to play some role in micromobilization (Klandermans and
Oegema 1987), especially when individuals expect to succeed or when they believe
social movement organizations to be highly efficacious (Barkan, Cohn and Whitaker
1993). In the end, social ties may not remove barriers, but they can initiate calculations
that generate sufficient motivation for individuals to actively seek out ways to manage,
downplay or re-imagine these barriers so they may participate.
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A Three Step Model of Anti-immigration Micromobilization
Taking the strengths of Beyerlein and Hipp's (2006) two step empirical
study⎯the recognition that willingness to participate and actual participation are two
crucial steps in the micromobilization process while network recruitment is not⎯and
combining this with the strength of Klandermans and Oegema's (1987) four-step
empirical study⎯recognizing that the demarcation of the mobilization potential is the
necessary first step in the micromobilization process⎯I propose a three-step empirical
model appropriate for understanding anti-immigration micromobilization.
In this three-step model (illustrated in figure 12) micromobilization begins with
(1) the demarcation of the mobilization potential. Here movement sympathy and support
characterizes those individuals 'selected in', while the ideologically opposed 'drop out'.
Next, (2) this sympathy must be translated into a motivation or willingness to participate
in social movement activity. The willing are 'selected in', while the unwilling 'drop out'.
Finally (3) willingness to participate must be transformed into actual participation.
Individuals failing to participate are obviously 'selected out' during this final step in the
micromobilization process.

Perhaps the best way to think of the relationship among these three steps is in
terms of set relations. Participants constitute a subset of those individuals willing to
participate. Willing individuals themselves constitute a subset of individuals sympathetic
to a movement. Those in the mobilization potential are a subset of the general population
from which movements may draw individuals. Most importantly, however, I suggest that
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the connection among these three steps is constitutive rather than merely
definitional. For example, participants constitute a consistent subset of individuals that
are willing to participate. Willingness to participate is an essential part of actual
participation and, therefore, the relationship requires explication through theory and case
knowledge (Ragin 2008). In this way there is a strong set-theoretic component to the
three step model proposed here.
With three clear stages, this synthesized model of micromobilization allows us to
pursue rarely explored research avenues. Instead of debating whether or not networks,
emotions, biographical availability, or a host of other 'factors' matter more or less
generally, we can begin to think about which of these matters more or less for a
particular step in the micromobilization process. Previous research has too often
emphasized the final step in the process as the only one worth studying. But there is more
to social movement micromobilization than whether or not an individual participates,
though ultimately this is what we want to explain. There is a process taking us from one
critical step to the next, and micromobilization studies would do well to examine this in
its entirety using the principles developed here.
In this section I have revised and clarified the boundaries typically drawn around
individuals sampled in studies of micromobilization in order to reflect the empirical and
theoretical reality that multiple, distinct stages of differentiation exist as part of the
general process of micromobilization. Sympathy is not the same as willingness to
participate, which is not the same as actual participation. Likewise individuals who are
sympathetic will not always be willing to participate. The 'willing' do not always

177

participate. The way we talk about and model these processes should reflect our
theoretical advancements in and empirical understandings of micromobilization.
Moreover, the sampling and methodological strategies employed in our research designs
should be theoretically attuned, allowing us to appropriately model micromobilization as
a multi stage, sequential process. One way to do this is by building research designs
aimed at generating random samples of individuals, when appropriate, rather than
selecting only subpopulations already known to have passed through a particular stage.
These guidelines for modeling micromobilization and designing research strategies are
preferable to a majority of previous attempts because they acknowledge and allow us to
analyze micromobilization as an evolving phenomenon unfolding through several critical
junctures, rather than as a singular differentiating event.
Different Stages, Different Explanations?
Another challenge facing scholars of movement micromobilization is the relative
dearth of studies addressing whether similar or different causal factors explain
mobilization in each of the three stages identified above. One of the benefits of modeling
micromobilization as a multi stage process is that it opens this line of inquiry. However,
this is an avenue rarely pursued in micromobilization studies (for an exception, see
Beyerlein and Hipp 2006). They key challenge in identifying the potentially variegated
mixtures of influential factors for each step in the micromobilization process is two-fold.
The first problem facing scholars has to do with the research design itself. Time and
again, micromobilization scholars have been keen to draw truncated samples in which
everyone is already sympathetic or already willing to participate. The second problem
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faced by scholars in this field has to do with the rather long list of factors (e.g.,
beliefs and attitudes, biographical availability, recruiting agents and networks, etc.) that
have repeatedly been suggested, tested, ‘proven’ to be important or unimportant for
micromobilization but have yet to really have their applicability scrutinized in the context
of a three-step model of micromobilization. A few scholars, however, have recognized
this possibility (Beyerlein and Hipp 2006; Barkan et al 1995). Below, I discuss this
challenge more in-depth, noting at each stage of the micromobilization process which
causal factors scholars generally believe to be influential and, in so doing, identify gaps
in our knowledge.
What Factors Matter (and When)?
Despite our theoretical advancement and the empirical results indicating
mobilization is a multi-stage, sequential process, the overwhelming majority of
mobilization studies were not designed with this in mind, instead focusing mostly on how
willingness is converted to actual participation, while overlooking other important stages
in the mobilization process. This has led to some confusion and debate over whether or
not some factors ‘matter’—are statistically significant predictors—for all kinds of
measures of participation.
An illustrative example comes from research on the consequences of
‘biographical availability,’ a concept in social movement literature defined as “the
absence of personal constraints that may increase the costs and risks of movement
participation” (McAdam 1986: 67). Prevailing theory suggested that because
biographically available people would have fewer constraints and commitments
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(Rochford 1985; Snow et al. 1980), costs and risks would be lower and they would
be more likely to participate in social movements. Married individuals or individuals
with children (Kitts 1999; Barkan et al 1995; McAdam 1986), employed individuals
(McCarthy and Zald 1973; Wiltfand and McAdam 1991; McAdam 1986; Kitts 1999;
Barkan et al 1995; Nepstad and Smith 1999), and middle-aged individuals (Wiltfand and
McAdam 1991; Nepstad and Smith 1999; Barkan et al 1995) were all thought to be less
biographically available and, therefore, less likely to participate in movement activity.
However, numerous studies (utilizing samples of ‘willing’ individuals) often found the
opposite to be true, and so biographical availability was typically dismissed as influential
in the mobilization process or, ironically, relegated to discussions noting that ‘further
investigation’ was warranted (McAdam 1986; Kitts 1999; Barkan et al 1995; Passy and
Ginui 2001; Nepstad and Smith).
Finding this disjuncture between theory and empirical reality puzzling, Beyerlein
and Hipp (2006) suggested that participation was the result of an individual’s passage
through at least two steps in a mobilization process (Klandermans 1997; Klandermans
and Oegema 1987; Oegema and Klandermans 1994). Interestingly, they found that
biographical availability measures significantly differentiated between willing and
unwilling individuals, but not between those who actually participated and those who did
not (the former stage being comprised of a pool of subjects who may have been willing or
unwilling to participate and the latter stage being comprised solely of individuals who
had indicated a willingness to participate). Biographical availability did matter, just not at
the final stage at which most studies tested it. The key lesson was that factors might
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matter at one stage in the mobilization process, but not in another. This represents a
major theoretical insight that can be applied to micromobilization studies in order to help
more clearly identify potential distinct and overlapping mechanisms operating at various
points in an individuals' mobilization trajectory, driving their passage from one stage to
the next.
Social movement scholars have investigated a number of factors leading to
participation in social movement activity. Given my conceptualization of this
phenomenon as a three step process, in which movement sympathy must be engendered,
willingness to participate cultivated, and actual participation generated, my examination
of extant research reflects these conceptual boundaries.
Stage 1: Generating Support
As previously discussed, scant research has been conducted on the mobilization
potential itself. It has been suggested, however, that especially in political movements
where adults often join because the movement resonates with their preexisting beliefs and
values (Jasper and Young 2007), individual attitudes may predict initial mobilization.
This may especially be the case for the anti-immigration movement because other kinds
of movements, for instance religious ones, typically necessitate a "fuller conversion to
new beliefs" (Jasper and Young 2007: 279). One study in particular by Klandermans and
Oegema (1987) lends empirical weight to the argument that beliefs and attitudes tend to
have their most profound impact on the mobilization process at the initial stage in which
individuals either sympathize with or fail to sympathize with a social movement. In a
study of the mobilization potential of the Dutch movement against cruise missiles,

181

Klandermans and Oegema (1987) found that individuals in the mobilization
potential demonstrated a concern for nuclear armament that did not exist in those outside
the mobilization potential. However, those in and outside the mobilization potential held
similar beliefs about the possibility of controlling the nuclear arms race. The theoretical
gem here is that certain attitudes and beliefs do, in fact, differentiate individuals
sympathetic and not sympathetic to a movement at this initial stage in the
micromobilization process. However, as this study also demonstrated we need not
assume these groups possess no ideational overlap. Attitudes and beliefs are efficacious
at this initial stage in the micromobilization process because mobilization potentials are
the result of long-term campaigns initiated by social movement organizations for the
purpose of raising awareness about grievances, the unacceptability of said grievances,
and that, through social movement activity, grievances can be ameliorated (Klandermans
and Oegema 1987: 519). Consensus mobilization (Klandermans 1984) or frame
alignment (Snow et al 1986), as this process is known in social movement literature,
transforms collective grievances into mobilization potential by linking a movement's
schemata of interpretation to that held by conscience adherents (Gurney and Tierney
1982).
While evidence suggests ideology and attitudes may influence the first stage of
mobilization, some social movement scholars argue that attitudes do not significantly
differentiate individuals at the third stage, in which willingness to participate is or is not
translated into actual participation. McAdam (1986) and McCarthy and Zald (1973)
found that movement congruent attitudes were unnecessary for participation in low-
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risk/cost activism, but that they were necessary but not sufficient in the case of high
risk/cost activism.22 Further research, making no distinction between low or highrisk/cost activism found little consistent evidence that interests or attitudes sufficiently
predicted actual participation in social movement organizations (Kitts 1999;
Klandermans and Oegema 1997; McCarthy and Zald 1977; Oliver 1984). However, a
careful re-examination of social movement literature by Jasper and Young (2007) reveals
the evidence against the importance of attitudes for micromobilization, in general, to be
quite tenuous.
The recent exclusion of attitudinal measures from the social movement literature
is bound up with the intellectual development of the sub-discipline itself (Jasper and
Young 2997). In the earliest social movement research (collectively known as the
'classical behaviorist' approach), individual motivations were routinely cited as
determinants of why some individuals joined movements or participated in protest
activities while others refrained from such “irrational” behavior. Beginning with the rise
of the resource mobilization, political opportunity, and political process perspectives,
however, researchers moved away from explaining differential participation in terms of
“push” factors favored by the collective behaviorists and began focusing on those
structural-level factors believed to “pull” activists into movements. Quite often this
meant focusing on activist networks, organizations and their resources, or the larger
political contexts in which social movements flourished, stagnated, or declined.
22

Risk “refers to anticipated dangers—whether legal, social, physical, financial, and so
forth—of engaging in particular types of activity (McAdam 186:67). Cost “refers to
expenditures of time, money, and energy that are required of a person engaged in any
particular form of activism (McAdam 1986: 70).
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Individuals, newly embedded within political and institutional spaces, became—for
the first time in the study of social movements—rational beings. Activists were
transformed from emotionally overwhelmed, marginal, pathological individuals
struggling to cope with deprivations, strains, and grievances into rationally motivated
political actors seeking collectively to initiate change by using a variety of resources
within larger, shifting political contexts. In so doing, a host of scholars amply and rightly
demonstrated the classical model’s glaring weaknesses.
For all their positive contributions to the field of social movement scholarship,
however, researchers working within the post-classical social movement paradigms have
not gone without their critics. Many have been attacked on a number of fronts for their
flippant dismissal of the importance of attitudes and beliefs in micromobilization. Jasper
and Young (2007) found that claims regarding the (in)significance of mental-traits, like
beliefs and attitudes, in explaining a variety of movement dynamics are rarely, if ever,
put in testable form and, subsequently, cannot be cited as valid evaluations of whether or
not mental-traits are important determinants of participation (33).
Moreover, studies “rejecting the significance of mental traits drew their evidence
mainly from surveys in the 1960s and 1970s on riots or collective behavior” (33). Based
on evidence restricted to a single and hardly universally representative historical timeperiod and a limited range of kinds of social movements (i.e., progressive), social
movement scholars routinely dismiss the role of attitudes and beliefs in
micromobilization. Attitudes, according to much of the social movement literature on
micromobilization, are of little use in predicting behavior (Wicker, 1969; McAdam et al.,
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1988; McPhail, 1971; Klandermans and Oegema, 1987 as cited in Jasper and
Young, 2007). However, much of the research in this area, according to Jasper and
Young (2007: 24), “mixes necessary, sufficient, and merely contributing factors." Simply
because certain attitudes, for example, are not always necessary for participation does not
mean “they do not increase the odds” (2007: 24). Thus, despite prior claims that attitudes
are unimportant for participation, Jasper and Young (2007) argued that “no evidence
delves deeply enough to counter claims for an association between…mental attributes
and activism. We know almost nothing about the effects of internal mental
states…properly measured, on protest” (2007: 24-25).
But the previously cited study also raises an important, related question—what
kinds of attitudes are researchers measuring when they argue their triviality? One of the
most frequently cited works is Wicker (1969). In it, Wicker concludes that attitudes are
an unreliable predictor of behavior is based on a meta-analysis of 23 studies focusing
overwhelmingly on subjects’ attitudes about minorities and work as well as their
behaviors associated with these attitudes. Yet, out of 23 studies, only three appear to have
anything to do with political attitudes and behavior (Jasper and Young 2007). Twenty
instances, then, of a mismatch between respondents’ attitudes and behavior regarding
work and minorities hardly represents definitive support for the claim that attitudes
matter little in differentiating among mobilized and unmobilized individuals.
Based on prior research suggesting attitudes and beliefs to be reliable predictors
of who sympathizes with a social movement, as well as careful re-examination of
previous studies dismissing the importance of attitudes and beliefs in micromobilization,
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it is therefore my contention that such factors not only have a place in the study of
social movements but may play a significant role in explaining aspects of differential
micromobilization. Either way, the justification for re-examining their importance is
clear.
Stage 2: Support  Willingness
Previous research has explored the effects of personal biography at both the
second and third stages of the mobilization process. Most explanation of biographical
availability, or "the absence of personal constraints that may increase the costs and risks
of movement participation” (McAdam 1986: 67), focus on the effects of age, gender,
marriage, the presence of children, income, and employment on micromobilization.
Regarding the second stage, in which support is or is not translated into willingness to
participate, Beyerlein and Hipp (2006) found that age had a significant non-linear effect
(inverted-U shape) on willingness to participate in protest activity, marriage had a
negative effect on willingness to participate,23 having more children was positively
related to willingness to protest, and those working full or part time were less willing to
participate in protest activity. While biographical-availability measures have been found
to significantly differentiate among subjects at the second stage in the mobilization
process, the same cannot be said for the third stage, in which willingness to participate
may or may not be translated into actual participation. Several studies found that
biographical availability was unrelated to actual participation in movement activity
(Beyerlein and Hipp 2006; Kitts 1999; Barkan et al 1995; Passy and Ginui 2001).
23

Testing for interaction between marriage and gender, Beyerlein and Hipp (2006) found
that marriage reduced women’s willingness to protest but not men’s.
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Various forms of ties to social movements have also been found to affect
willingness to participate. Focusing on the role of organizational ties and willingness to
participate, Barkan et al (1993) found that local group membership was positively related
to willingness to participate in movement activity. Focusing more on individual social
ties, Klandermans and Oegema (1987) argued that being targeted directly and indirectly
for recruitment and mobilization attempts influenced motivation to participate. Typically
this involved being asked to participate by a social acquaintance. However, individuals
could be targeted indirectly through media. In this sense, individuals' awareness of a
particular social movement and its attendant organizations may also play a role in
generating motivation necessary to participate (Beyerlein and Hipp 2006; Walsh and
Warland 1983). Knowing established movement organizations exist to redress grievances
can be a highly motivating force. In other words, when movements generate awareness of
their key organizations, they may also generate, among sympathizers, motivation to
participate.
Stage 3 Willingness  Participation
By far the vast majority of research on micromobilization focuses on the final
stage of this process during which willingness to participate is or is not translated into
participation. Previous research indicates that belonging to more organizations, more
explicitly political organizations, and organizations culturally similar to organizations
belonging to the movement in question are all positively related to actual participation in
movement activity, as is having some kind of tie to an individual in a social movement
(McAdam 1986; Barkan et al 1995; Kitts 1999; Passy and Guigni 2001). Recruitment
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into social movement organizations often occurs in organizational contexts, but
often ‘works’ because some person in the organization has reached out to a potential
recruit (Kitts 1999; Passy and Guigni 2001; Barkan et al 1995; McAdam 1986).
While Beyerlein and Hipp (2006) and Walsh and Warland (1983) suggested that
awareness may play a role in generating motivation, it also may reduce barriers standing
in the way of participation by decreasing information costs associated with having to seek
these groups out on one's own. Thus, while a simple awareness of existing social
movement organizations can generate motivation, greater awareness can increase the
likelihood that this motivation will actually get translated into participation. This is the
case because as awareness grows, more and more uncertainty and information costs
associated with having to figure out where to go or whom to contact to get involved are
removed. Greater awareness, thus, represents a stronger link to the anti-immigration
movement.
Yet, the decision to join is also an ‘internal’ one related to how efficacious a
potential recruit thinks a movement may be (Barkan et al 1993; Barkan et al 1995; Passy
and Guigni 2001). Movement organizations that are perceived as more efficacious by
members are more effective at getting members to participate in activities. Related, but
distinct from the process of evaluating the efficacy of an organization, is the process of
risk-perception. If an individual perceives movement activities to be risky then that can
negatively affect his or her willingness to participate in the first place and the likelihood
that he or she will actually participate (Passy and Guigni 2001).
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Table 1 summarizes available research findings on each stage of the
micromobilization process. Worth noticing is the lack of available research on the first
and second stages of micromobilization and the overabundance of studies on the final
stage. Few studies of social movements bother examining why some individuals become
part of the mobilization potential while others fail to initially mobilize. At the second
stage, a single study, Beyerlein and Hipp (2006) delivers the majority of extant findings.
As previously stated, the bulk of micromobilization studies narrowly conceptualize the
process as the study of differential participation. However, it is my contention that
participation is but one aspect of a larger process characterized by an individual's
increasing incorporation into a movement, a process characterized by passage through
multiple critical stages during which movement sympathy is cultivated, transformed into
participation-oriented motivations, and ultimately actual social movement participation.

Avenues for Future Research
Drawing on and extending insights developed in this chapter thus far, I'd like to
end by suggesting a few new avenues for future empirical research on social movement
micromobilization.
Participation in What? And for Whom? Conceiving of micromobilization as a
multi-step process in which individuals' differentiation at each step may be achieved by
similar or dissimilar processes raises the possibility that different kinds of collective
action may involve the same or different steps, each of which, in turn, may involve
similar or dissimilar mechanisms of differentiation. While participation remains an
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important focus of social movement research, there has been little effort to ask,
participation in (1) what kind of mobilization exactly? and (2) participation by whom
exactly? Focusing on identifying analytically distinct micromobilization steps or
combinations of steps, as well as thinking about how different or similar factors and
processes might differentiate individuals at each of these steps, draws our collective
attention to such overlooked questions. I address some of these issues in Chapter 5,
especially as it relates to politically conservative versus progressive micromobilization.
First, the processes that differentiate individuals at each analytically distinct step
in the micromobilization process may vary based on whether or not that participation is
low-risk/cost or high-risk/cost. Saunders et al. (2012: 266), for instance, suggest that
ambiguous and conflicting results surrounding biographical availability's influence in
differentiating participants from non-participants are, in part, "artifacts of the different
research contexts studied," some of which could undoubtedly be classified as highrisk/cost and others as low-risk/cost. In other words, differentiation based on biographical
availability may depend on the variable risk and costs associated with the activism. And
this may, in fact, hold for a variety of other key factors. Second, by extension, the form of
collective action in which individuals are engaged—whether it be rallies, sit-ins, petition
signing, letter writing, street demonstrations, and the like—may involve their own unique
set of steps. And, again, the specific processes differentiating individuals at each of these
unique steps may differ as this form differs.
However, current micromobilization literature presents certain roadblocks to
answering such questions. Studies at the intersection of social psychology and collective
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action, for instance, tend focus overwhelmingly on protest participation. Or when
they do measure a variety of action forms, they end up lumping them together in an index
(Wright 2009). Case-based studies of collective action also tend to focus mostly on
protest participation or treat 'participation' as a catchall for a variety of distinct forms of
collective action. Here, I am not claiming that each different form of collective action
does involve a unique set of micromobilization steps, but I am suggesting that this
question remains an overlooked one worthy of further investigation.
Finally, the issue, cause or purpose underlying mobilization may have a
significant impact on both the steps involved and the processes of differentiation at each
of these. Indeed, this was one, among several, underlying themes of a multi-national
project—Caught in the Act of Protest: Contextualizing Contestation (CCC)—that was the
subject of a recent special issue in Mobilization. In the words of project organizers, "the
type of demonstration, the mobilization context, and the features of a country determine
who shows up, why, and how" (van Stekelenburg et al. 2012: 253). In other words, who
shows up, why and how should be treated as variable.
A small but growing body of literature confirms this (van Stekelenburg,
Klandermans, and van Dijk 2009). Verhulst (2011), for instance, found that different
issues affected not only the kinds of individuals that showed up to participate in protest,
but also influenced how individuals were mobilized. Blee (1996, 2002, 2011) and
Munson (2008)—studying distinct social movements, both of which, however, fell under
the larger umbrella of right-wing conservatism—found that more often than not,
individuals were initially drawn into these right-wing movements through some form of a
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social tie rather than because of personal ideology. Such a finding is
counterintuitive and stands in contrast with numerous studies of politically progressive
mobilization that find the opposite. If the issue, cause or purpose underlying collective
action influences the structure of recruitment, could it be that collective action predicated
on right-wing ideology mobilizes differently than, say, politically progressive collective
action? This is explored more in chapter 5, but suffice it to say that more research is
obviously needed. And adopting the analytic strategies developed in this paper helps
reveal interesting, understudied, questions such as this.
Why Stop With Actual Participation? As Saunders et al. (2012: 263) recently
noted, "relatively little attention [has been] devoted to understanding the differences
among those who protest more and less intensely and/or persistently." However, the
leading models of micromobilization considered here treat participation as a final step in
the micromobilization process. But why stop with actual participation? Can this step
itself be further refined into a series of micro processes? In this respect, Gould's (1995)
work on the French Commune is, again, instructive. Gould found that informal social ties
played an important causal role even after participation had been initiated. That is, social
ties affected the character of the ongoing participation—its intensity and sustainability.
Munson (2008) hinted that moral shock could play a role in sustaining participation;
thereby implying participation could itself be treated as an ongoing process rather than a
final ending point. If emotion, informal ties, and networks shape the intensity and
sustainability of participation, then participation is not so much a final step but is, in
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many respects, the beginning of a unique set of processes warranting further
investigation.
What About Feedback Effects? Researchers tend to discuss micromobilization as
if the steps outlined in their models are both given and static. Recall that Klandermans
and Oegema's (1987) and Munson's (2008) models operated in a sequential and unidirectional manner. One step follows the next. Later steps do not impinge upon earlier
ones. Yet, conceptualizing micromobilization as an ongoing process means that, over
time, various steps can potentially be affected by their predecessors. Consider, for
instance, a scenario in which actual participation in movement related activities
strengthens or weakens subsequent willingness to participate and movement support.
The idea, while under-explored in the literature, is not absent in toto. McAdam (1986),
focusing exclusively on high-risk activism, suggested participation might spur deepening
ideological socialization and formation of an activist identity, one basis of motivation.
Beyerlein and Hipp (2006) assumed a reciprocal relationship existed between
participation and willingness to participate and then empirically tested this assumption.
Finally, work by Craig Calhoun (1994), James Jasper (1997), and Alberto Melucci (1996)
lends weight to the argument that collective identity formation—and, hence, motivation
to participate—can be an outcome of participation as much as it can be a critical step
towards participation. Yet, the overwhelming majority of micromobilization research has
become wedded, both in its conceptual and empirical modeling, to the idea that
micromobilization is a unidirectional process. We would do well to explore the
alternatives.
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Conclusion
In this chapter I drew on empirical and theoretical observations gleaned from
extant social movement literature focused on micromobilization. Studying the
differentiation process individuals undergo as they become increasingly involved in
social movements requires careful attention to several key conceptual and methodological
issues. Where applicable, I suggested solutions to common challenges and limitations. In
the course of studying micromobilization scholars should (1) consider the multiple,
distinct stages through which individuals must pass as they are incorporated into social
movements, not simply what factors influence the process of differentiation in a single
stage, (2) draw samples, where appropriate, of movement sympathizers and nonsympathizers in order to maximize comparative leverage across multiple stages of the
micromobilization process, (3) think of social ties as one among several competing
factors that may or may not differentiate individuals across one, some or none of the
several steps making up the micromobilization process, instead of conceptualizing them
as causally necessary preconditions that may matter only at a fixed, prespecified point in
that process; and (4) examine whether similar or different causal factors explain
micromobilization in each of the multiple stages I outlined. This approach is preferable to
traditional micromobilization studies narrowly focused on the participation-nonparticipation binary and relying too often on truncated samples. Drawing on the insights
developed in this chapter, the next chapter provides an empirical, quantitative analysis of
how and why individuals mobilized in the contemporary anti-immigration movement.
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Table 1. Summary of Findings Associated with Each Step in the
Micromobilization Process
Step
Findings
Movement sympathy generated
Attitudes and beliefs differentiated
between movement sympathizers
and non- sympathizers.
Attitude measures fail to predict
high-risk/cost participation, but
may predict low-cost/risk
participation.
Movement sympathy transformed
into willingness to participate

Age has a significant non-linear
effect on respondents’ willingness
to protest, with those in the middleage range being most likely to
indicate a willingness to do so.
Married respondents are
significantly less likely than single
individuals to indicate a willingness
to participate. The same
relationship holds for divorced and
widowed individuals.
Marriage reduces women’s
willingness to participate but not
men’s.
Respondents with more young
children are more willing to
participate.
The employed are less willing to
participate.
Individuals with greater local group
membership and membership in
other voluntary organizations
display greater willingness to
participate.
Being aware of social movement
organizations or being asked to
participate in movement activity is
positively associated with

Willingness translated into participation

Biographical availability is
unrelated to actual participation in
movement activity because it
weeds out those who are willing to
participate in the first place.
Belonging to more organizations,
more explicitly political
organizations, and culturally
similar organizations is positively
related to participation.
Being aware of social movement
organizations or being asked to
participate in movement activity is
positively associated with
willingness to participate.
Possessing greater awareness of
social movement organizations is
positively associated with actual
participation.
The more effective an individual
believes a movement organization
to be the higher the likelihood he or
she will actually participate.
The higher the perceived risks
deriving from engagement in social
movement activity the lower the
likelihood of actual participation.

195

Figure 7: Affect Model
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Figure 8:

Initial Contact Model
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Figure 9:

Single-Step Sympathy-initiated Model
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Figure 10:

Two-Step Sympathy-initiated Model
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Figure 11:

Four Step Sympathy-initiated Model
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Figure 12: Three Step Sympathy-initiated Model
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CHAPTER 5: EMPIRICALLY ANALYZING MICROMOBILIZATION IN THE
CONTEMPORARY ANTI-IMMIGRATION MOVEMENT
Introduction:
Much of what we know about how and why individuals get involved in social
movements—commonly referred to as micromobilization—is based on studies of
politically progressive movements of the 1960s and early 1970s (Blee and Creasap 2011;
McAdam, Sampson, Weffer and MacIndoe 2005: 2; McVeigh 1999). The past several
decades has witnessed an accumulation of knowledge gleaned from studies of such
“glorified” phenomena as the civil rights movement, the women’s movement, and the
labor movement (Snow 2006: 497). However, studying awkward movements—
movements with which we are uncomfortable—challenges these accepted practices,
encouraging researchers to re-examine the scope of theoretical and empirical
generalizations that, over time, become regarded as universally true (Polletta 2006).
Despite this call-to-arms, relatively few studies have focused specifically on
micromobilization in conservative and right-wing social movements (but see, for
example, Blee 1996, 2002, 2011; Munson 2008; Koopmans 1997; Linden and
Klandermans 2006; Luker 1984). Blee and Creasap (2010: 270-271) distinguish between
'conservative' movements—those supporting "patriotism, free enterprise capitalism,
and/or traditional moral order and for which violence is not a frequent tactic or goal—and
'right-wing' movements, which "focus specifically on race/ethnicity and/or that promote
violence as a primary tactic or goal". Research conducted specifically on
micromobilization in non-progressive social movements has used data from both the
right-wing (Blee 1991a, 1991b, 1996, 2002, 2011) and conservative (Luker 1984;
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Munson 2008) categories. In his book The Making of Pro-Life Activists (2008: 48)
Munson argued that initial contact with a pro-life movement was the catalyst for later
development of well-conceived, deeply entrenched beliefs about abortion. In other words,
participation preceded the formation of ideology. Similarly, Blee's (1996, 2002, 2011)
research on female participation in the contemporary Ku Klux Klan and Neo Nazi
organizations suggested that women adopted specific racist ideologies after initially
participating.
These findings are not only counterintuitive but they also challenge a long
standing assumption in micromobilization studies suggesting that movement congruent
beliefs, support, and sympathy precede action-taking (see, for example: Klandermans
1997; Klandermans and Oegema 1987; and Oegema and Klandermans 1994;
Staggenborg 1991). Yet as Blee and Munson's work shows, by presupposing individuals
enter into movements primarily because they are motivated by sympathy with a
movement's goals or tactics, we may overlook multiple other viable pathways through
which micromobilization develops. At the same time, social movement scholars have
long postulated that different dynamics may hold for different kinds of social movements
(Knoke 1988; McAdam 1986; Wiltfang and McAdam 1991; Barkan, Cohn and Whitaker
1995; McVeigh 2009). Not all movements mobilize similarly. For instance, Snow,
Zurcher Jr. and Eckland-Olson (1980) found that while many movements recruit
members through established network channels, Hare Krishna organizations did not.
Similarly, Jasper and Poulsen (1995) found that anti-nuclear protestors were mobilized
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through existing networks, while animal rights activists were more frequently
recruited through moral shocks.
In light of such claims and evidence, the seemingly conflicting findings
surrounding politically progressive and conservative (and right-wing) micromobilization
raise an interesting puzzle: Can empirical findings and theories of micromobilization
derived largely from the study of politically progressive social movements be applied de
facto to the study of conservative social movements? Put another way, does
micromobilization operate all that differently in conservative versus progressive cases?
On the one hand there may be substantive differences between these two kinds of
movements that determine micromobilization patterns. On the other hand, however,
observed differences in micromobilization patterns within conservative and progressive
organizations may be the result of general factors, such as issue newness/novelty, stage of
protest cycle, or movement age (Jasper and Poulsen 1995), rather than politics, per se.
While emerging evidence on conservative and right-wing micromobilization has
produced findings antithetical to similar studies of micromobilization in progressive
cases, are we to abandon insights gleaned from progressive studies when focusing on
conservative and right-wing micromobilization? One danger of doing so is that we may
inadvertantly fetishize conservative micromobilization, and by extension, assume its
participants are somehow inherently different from those individuals supporting the
causes with which many of us would agree.
Synthesizing insights taken from traditional studies of progressive
micromobilization that (1) focus empirically on at least one step in what has long been
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considered a multi-stage micromobilization process and (2) beginning with the
assumption that movement support or sympathy precedes participation (McAdam 1986;
Barkan et al. 1995; Kitts 1999; Kim 2002; Nepstad and Smith 2001; Oliver 1984; Passy
and Giugni 2001; Walsh and Warland 1983; Wiltfang and McAdam 1991; Beyerlein and
Hipp 2006; Klandermans and Oegema 1987), I examine whether or not insights derived
from progressive studies can illuminate micromobilization in a conservative case—
specifically, the contemporary anti-immigration movement in the United States. In so
doing, I contribute a needed study of conservative micromobilization to social movement
scholarship. Moreover, this conservative movements' recent emergence, and the
controversy surrounding it, makes examining the factors impacting participation in it
timely and important.
Second, because my research design allows me to empirically investigate multiple
steps in this micromobilization process, I am also able to identify the unique factors
predicting three analytically distinct, yet interrelated micromobilization outcomes. These
include the formation of initial movement sympathy (step one), which must then be
translated into willingness to participate (step 2). This willingness, in turn, is transformed
into participation (step 3). Thus, in addition to weighing in on the debate surrounding
conservative and progressive micromobilization, by adopting a multi-step research design
informed by traditional multi-stage micromobilization theory, I address the often
overlooked question of whether the same or different factors facilitate the differentiation
of individuals at each of the analytically distinct micromobilization steps discussed in this
paper.
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To address these two puzzles, I conduct logistic regression analysis of
original survey data collected from 669 randomly selected southern Arizona residents.
Regarding my second question, I find empirical support for a three-step model of antiimmigration micromobilization in which, surprisingly, recruitment and mobilization
attempts were, for many respondents, unnecessary precursors to participation. I find that
different factors impact the formation of anti-immigration sympathy pools (step one), the
arousal of motivation to participate (step two) and actual participation (step three) in antiimmigration activism. The notable caveat to this general finding is that personal political
ideology and recruitment/mobilization attempts played a role in differentiating
individuals at more than one step. By comparing and contrasting the sets of factors
differentiating individuals at each of the three proposed steps, I present a more refined
analysis of this process and offer an analytic template for future research.
Regarding the first question, my case-specific findings reveal conservative and
progressive micromobilization dynamics overlap substantially, though imperfectly,
suggesting micromobilization in progressive and conservative cases may not differ
completely. While theoretical and empirical generalizations derived from progressive
case studies cannot simply be applied de facto to conservative cases, they can remain as
useful starting points.
Modeling Micromobilization
Based largely on politically progressive cases, traditional social movement scholarship
has long characterized micromobilization as a multi-step, sequential process initially
sparked by the arousal of movement sympathy. Within this tradition relying on the
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sympathy-initiated model, Klandermans and Oegema (1987) empirically analyze
four-steps in this multi-stage process, whereas Beyerlein and Hipp (2006) empirically
investigate two of these steps. Still various other scholars empirically investigate a single
step. Borrowing from this tradition in order to determine its potential for illuminating
conservative micromobilization, in the previous chapter I identified three analytically
distinct steps relevant to my case of contemporary anti-immigration activism in the
United States. Using these, I empirically investigate factors facilitating the differentiation
of individuals at each of these steps in the anti-immigration micromobilization process.
Explaining Differentiation at Each Step
Do the same or different factors explain differentiation at each of the three steps
investigated in the anti-immigration micromobilization process? And, keeping in mind
the issue of case selection raised in the introduction, do conservative cases warrant their
own unique models of micromobilization or, instead, do models culled from progressive
case studies 'fit' conservative cases?
Despite theoretical advancements suggesting micromobilization is a multi-step,
sequential process, the overwhelming majority of studies were not designed with this
question in mind (for an exception see: Beyerlein and Hipp 2006; Klandermans and
Oegema 1987; Oegema and Klandermans 1994). Instead, most focus narrowly on
differential participation, thereby placing a black box around the formation of
mobilization potentials and ignoring explicit comparisons between steps. This practice
has led to confusion over whether or not some factors do or do not influence
micromobilization outcomes. Factors might matter at one stage in the mobilization
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process but not in another (Beyerlein and Hipp 2006). This comparative question
helps anchor the subsequent empirical analyses conducted in this chapter. A detailed
explanation of data, methods, and variables can be found in Appendix A. Metrics and full
survey question wording are provided in table 2, and table 3 includes descriptive
statistics. Below, I have included my primary hypotheses.

Key Hypotheses:
Political Ideology and Movement-Specific Attitudes: Studies show that personal
ideology and movement specific attitudes differentiate those in and outside a movement's
mobilization potential. Beliefs alone are often enough to differentiate individuals at this
initial stage because of the relatively low costs and risks associated with sympathizing.
Barkan, Cohn, and Whitaker (1993) found that congruence between personal political
ideology and social movement ideology predicted who became a member of the antihunger mobilization potential (also see Klandermans and Oegema 1987). Given the
politically divisive climate surrounding immigration reform, as well as the antiimmigration movement's conservative political anchoring, I expect conservative political
ideology to play a key role in differentiating between those in and outside of the antiimmigration mobilization potential. This leads to my first hypothesis:
H1: Greater conservative political orientation is positively associated with
membership in the anti-immigration mobilization potential (step one).
Aside from personal political ideology, movement-specific policy attitudes help
determine a movement's mobilization potential. Klandermans and Oegema (1987), for
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example, found that individuals inside the Dutch peace movement's mobilization
potential were specifically concerned about nuclear armament rather than controlling the
nuclear arms race. In other words, some relevant policy-oriented attitudes exert a
powerful differentiating effect, while others do not. I, therefore, propose that:
H2: Greater support for immigration policies endorsed by anti-immigration
organizations is positively related to belonging to the anti-immigration
mobilization potential (step one).
While evidence suggests personal political ideology and movement-specific
attitudes impact differentiation at the first stage of the micromobilization process, their
role in determining who becomes willing to participate (step 2) and who actually ends up
participating (step 3) has received little empirical support. Many individuals share
movement-congruent grievances, yet fail to become motivated enough to participate in
collective action. McAdam (1986) and McCarthy and Zald (1973), for instance, found
that movement congruent attitudes were unnecessary for participation in low-risk/cost
activism but were necessary but not sufficient in the case of high risk/cost activism.
Further research, making no distinction between low or high-risk/cost activism found
little consistent evidence that attitudes sufficiently predicted participation in social
movement organizations (Kitts 1999; Klandermans and Oegema 1997; McCarthy and
Zald 1977; Oliver 1984). These factors play little differentiating role in steps 2 and 3
because step 1 ensures individuals in subsequent steps are, to a large degree, attitudinally
homogenized.
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Recruitment and Mobilization Attempts: Individuals may be targeted for
recruitment in a number of ways. This may occur more directly through networks of
friends, family, acquaintances, and strangers asking individuals to participate or more
indirectly by way of media and the mail (Klandermans and Oegema 1987; Schussman
and Soule 2005), which mobilize by increasing awareness and harnessing consensus
through specific framing processes (Gamson 2004). Translating sympathy into
willingness to act and willingness into action often hinges, in part, on being embedded in
recruitment networks. Being asked to participate in or support a movement can provide
strong incentive to participate (Barkan et al 1995; Gerlach and Hine 1970; Kitts 1999;
Klandermans and Oegema 1987; McAdam 1986; Oliver and Marwell 1992; Orum 1974;
Snow et al 1980; Passy and Guigni 2001; Schussman and Soule 2005;). Being asked to
participate encourages individuals to consider the potential costs and benefits associated
with participation (Klandermans and Oegema 1987). After such calculation, individuals
may be more or less motivated and likely to participate (Klandermans 1984; Olson 1965;
Opp 1989).
Individuals' awareness of a particular social movement and its attendant
organizations may also play a role in generating willingness to participate (Beyerlein and
Hipp 2006; Walsh and Warland 1983). Knowing established movement organizations
exist to redress grievances can be a highly motivating force. At the same time, awareness
not only generates the motivation needed to participate, but also reduces a key barrier
standing in the way of participation by decreasing information costs associated with
having to seek these groups out on one's own. Thus, while a simple awareness of existing

210

social movement organizations can generate motivation, greater awareness can
increase the likelihood that this motivation will actually get translated into participation.
Greater awareness, thus, represents a stronger link to the anti-immigration movement.
Therefore, I hypothesize that:
H3: Being asked to participate in or support anti-immigration activism is
positively associated with both willingness to participate (step two) and actual
participation (step three).
H4: Being aware of specific anti-immigration organizations is positively
associated with both willingness to participate (step two) and actual participation
(step three).
H5: Possessing greater awareness of anti-immigration organizations is positively
associated with actual participation (step three).
Organizational Ties and Perceptions of Organizational Efficacy: Ties to other
formal organizations have also been found to differentiate individuals at steps two and
three of the micromobilization process (Fernandez and McAdam 1988; Hritzuk and Park
2000; Passy 2001; Rosenstone and Hansen 1993). Barkan et al (1993), for example,
found such ties significantly differentiated individuals according to their level of
willingness to participate in an anti-hunger movement organization. McAdam (1986) and
Snow et al. (1980) found organizational ties facilitated participation through what
Oberschall (1973) termed 'bloc recruitment'. In this sense, merging organizational
networks influence participation. While ties to organizations can differentiate individuals
at steps two and three, the decision to participate is also related to how efficacious a
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potential recruit thinks a movement may be (Barkan et al. 1993; Barkan et al. 1995;
Passy and Guigni 2001). Therefore, I hypothesize that:
H6: Possessing greater ties to formal organizations is positively associated with
both willingness to participate (step two) as well as actual participation in antiimmigration activism (step three).
H7: Believing anti-immigration border patrol efforts deter unauthorized migrants
from entering the United States is positively related to participation in antiimmigration activism (step three).
Biographical Unavailability: Researchers have also found that individual-level
characteristics associated with work, marital status and child rearing represent a set of
unique constraints and opportunities affecting individuals' willingness to participate in
activism. Beyerlein and Hipp (2006), for instance, found biographical unavailability was
critical in determining who was willing to participate in protest. More biographically
constrained individuals—those employed, married, with children—were less willing to
participate. These typical measures affect individuals' motivation to participate by
reducing the amount of free time and incentives they have to engage in activism (Dorius
and McCarthy 2011; McAdam 1986). On the other hand, biographical unavailability
plays little role in differentiating participants from non-participants (Barkan et al. 1995;
Beyerlein and Hipp 2006; McAdam 1986; Nepstad and Smith 1999; Kitts 1999; Passy
and Giugni 2001; Wiltfang and McAdam 1991). By reducing their willingness to
participate, biographical unavailability weeds out individuals before they reach the final
step (Beyerlein and Hipp 2006). Therefore, I expect that:
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H8: Biographical unavailability is negatively associated with willingness to
participate in anti-immigration activism (step two).
Political Engagement: Finally, a history of prior political activism may be
positively associated with subsequent participation (McAdam, McCarthy, and Zald
1988). McAdam (1986: 70) theorized prior participation in activism predicted subsequent
participation in high-risk/cost activism because it left individuals more integrated into
movement networks and more ideologically sympathetic. Likewise, Linden and
Klandermans (2007) also found that for some participants in right-wing social
movements, becoming involved in activism was a partial consequence of previous
political socialization. Subsequent participation resulted from a series of earlier
incremental steps in which a person is gradually socialized into a movement, adopts an
increasingly salient activist identity, and engages more readily in activism. Similarly, I
expect participation in anti-immigration activism—often perceived as high-risk/cost—to
be a partial function of individuals' commitment to regular political engagement.
Incrementally more involvement in political activity helps develop the kind of skills and
identity conducive to political activism. This leads to my final hypothesis:
H9: Greater engagement in political activity is positively associated with
participation in anti-immigration activism.

Statistical Analysis
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Because respondents' support for the anti-immigration movement (step one),
willingness to participate in anti-immigration activism (step two) and actual participation
in anti-immigration activism (step three) were coded as 0/1 in the survey, I used a series
of nested logistic regression models to test my hypotheses. When researchers want to
analyze quantitative data with dichotomous categorical dependent variables, logistic
regression analysis is appropriate (Agresti 2002; Allison 1999). Results report the odds
ratio for a one-unit change in an independent variable.
Because some variables in this analysis had missing values, I used multiple
imputation (MI) to handle any missing information (Rubin 1987; Schafer 1999; Schafer
and Graham 2002;). MI avoids common pitfalls and limitations of other regularly
employed procedures for dealing with missing data, such as listwise or pairwise deletion,
mean imputation, or dummy variable adjustment (Allison 2002:5-12). Rather than
adopting the more restrictive assumption that data are missing completely at random
(MCAR)—which many other techniques assume—MI only assumes data are missing at
random (MAR) (Raudenbush and Bryk 2002). I generated twenty imputations, given the
relatively low fractions of missing information for those variables with missing data
(Graham, Olchowski, and Gilreath 2007; Stata Corp 2011). Each imputation replaced
missing information with plausible values based on their predictive distributions. I then
ran identical regression models for each of the twenty imputed datasets, using complete
data on all variables. Results were then automatically combined to produce overall
estimates, standard errors, and significance levels that take into account uncertainty about
missing data.
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Below, the analysis proceeds in three parts, corresponding to the three
analytically distinct steps previously identified. I estimate step one to be a function of
higher scores on conservative ideology (Hypothesis 1) and support for anti-immigration
policies (Hypothesis 2). On the other hand, step two is estimated to be a function of being
asked to participate in or support anti-immigration activism (Hypothesis 3), being aware
of specific anti-immigration organizations (Hypothesis 4), possessing greater
organizational ties (Hypothesis 6), and being biographically unavailable (Hypothesis 8).
Finally, some of the same factors predicting differentiation at step two are estimated to
impact step three. These include being asked to participate, being aware of specific
groups, and possessing more organizational ties. In addition to these factors, step three is
also estimated to be a function of greater awareness of anti-immigration organizations
(Hypothesis 5), perceived efficacy of anti-immigration organizations (Hypothesis 7), and
being more politically engaged (Hypothesis 9).
Results
I begin my analysis of anti-immigration micromobilization by briefly discussing
the percentages of individuals selected in and out at each step (see figure 13). I then
examine factors differentiating individuals at each step in this process.
Roughly forty-two percent of respondents were anti-immigration sympathizers.
Among sympathizers, about 40 percent were willing to participate in anti-immigration
activism. Roughly 33 percent of these individuals participated. At each step in the antiimmigration micromobilization process large numbers of individuals dropped out.
Interestingly, figure 13 reveals recruitment and mobilization attempts were unnecessary
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preconditions for participation, lending support for my three-step model. Many
individuals not reached by such attempts were still willing to participate. The drop-off
between steps two and three, however, underscores the need for individuals to overcome
barriers to participate (Klandermans and Oegema 1987). While steps 1 and 2 had roughly
similar drop out rates of approximately 60 percent, the third and final stage had a
moderately higher rate of 67 percent. While anti-immigration organizations have
garnered support and instilled motivation, they have succeeded less in transforming these
into participation. Below, I discuss factors impacting differentiation in each of the three
steps.

Mobilization Potential
Who sympathized with anti-immigration activism and why? Unlike previous
research that found demographic factors predicted movement sympathy (Barkan et al.
1993; Klandermans and Oegema 1987), here, they did not once I added measures of
personal political ideology and immigration-related attitudes (see model 2 in table 4)24,
thus generally supporting H1 and H2. Model 1 in table 4 includes demographic measures
only, revealing that education, ethnicity and previous military experience significantly
differentiated sympathizers and non-sympathizers prior to the inclusion of attitudinal
measures.

24

Given my use of multiple imputation, R-square values for all models in this paper are
computed using the mibeta command along with fisherz as recommended in Harel
(2009).
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Political ideology had a strong impact on who belonged to the mobilization
potential, net of other factors. Individuals in the anti-immigration mobilization potential
were almost evenly split between those with 'middle of the road' views (44 percent) and
those with 'conservative' views (47 percent). Relative to 'liberals'—controlling for other
factors—the odds of entering the anti-immigration mobilization potential were almost 1.5
times greater for those self identifying as 'middle of the road' in their political views. The
effect doubles for self identified conservatives. Being politically liberal, however, did not
prevent individuals from belonging to the mobilization potential. This group made up
approximately 9 percent of the mobilization potential.
Policy-related attitudes also mattered. Those centered on prevention and internal
policing helped explain variation in support for anti-immigration activism. Net of other
factors, being more supportive, rather than less supportive, of measures that would
prevent entry of unauthorized migrants into the United States increased the odds of
entering the mobilization potential by nearly 1.6 times. Those advocating more strongly
for internal policing measures against unauthorized immigration, compared to those
advocating less strongly, were, again, almost 1.6 times more likely to enter the antiimmigration mobilization potential. Stronger support for other restrictionist measures did
not significantly differentiate those in and outside of the mobilization potential. In sum,
attitudinal differences between sympathizers and non-sympathizers revolved around two
key issue categories. The anti-immigration mobilization potential, thus, encompasses
distinct, yet related immigration attitudes.
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While these findings are in line with previous studies of progressive
movements that point to the power of personal ideology and attitudes in separating those
inside and outside the mobilization potential (Barkan et al 1993; Klandermans and
Oegema 1987), they extend our understanding of the small number of studies conducted
on anti-immigration activism, specifically. Scholars have suggested that anti-immigration
activism is a response to a perceived dilution of the rights and privileges associated with
citizenship (Chavez 2008). My results confirm that, among the mobilization potential,
two strongly favored strategies for protecting such privileges involve preventing
undocumented migration in the first place and increasing internal policing efforts.

Willingness to Participate
Having shown that conservative political ideology and support for more
restrictive immigration practices differentiates anti-immigration sympathizers from nonsympathizers, I move onto an examination of those factors influencing willingness to
participate. Recall from figure 13 that targeted recruitment attempts were unnecessary to
arouse motivation to participate. Yet, roughly 47 percent of individuals in the
mobilization potential were linked to the anti-immigration movement through such
attempts. The role of these linkages in differentiating motivation to participate, therefore,
still warrants close examination.
Factors differentiating individuals in the first step of the micromobilization
process failed to do so at the second step, which lends support for the multi-step model
generally (see table 5). Whereas the mobilization potential formed around key ideologies
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and attitudes, the differentiation of motivation to participate remains largely a
function of structural and demographic factors, such as recruitment and mobilization
attempts, experience living in Arizona, and gender. Organizational ties and biographical
unavailability mattered little at this second step. Thus, H6 and H8 were not supported.
On the other hand, some findings in table 5 supported H3 and H4. Having been
targeted for recruitment attempts was significantly associated with willingness to
participate. These effects remained significant after measures of competing factors
known to differentiate individuals at this step were introduced. Net of other factors, being
asked to participate in or support anti-immigration activism—as opposed to not being
asked—increased by almost 3.25 times the odds of becoming motivated to participate in
the movement. Also, having heard of specific anti-immigration organizations, as opposed
to remaining unaware of specific groups, nearly doubled the odds of willingness to
participate.
Though not a central focus of this analysis, several demographic factors
differentiated between the willing and unwilling. Being male was positively associated
with willingness to participate, doubling the odds. However, living in Arizona one's
entire life was negatively associated with willingness to participate.
To summarize, evidence in this section suggested recruitment and mobilization
attempts, while important, were unnecessary in generating willingness to participate. This
finding stands in stark contrast to previous theoretical work on micromobilization (e.g.,
Klandermans and Oegema's 1987; Oegema and Klandermans 1994) as well as prevailing
sentiment in social movement literature. In the case of anti-immigration activism, a three-
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step conceptual model of micromobilization is more appropriate. A small
proportion of individuals remained un-recruited, yet willing to participate. Second, by
reconceptualizing recruitment and mobilization attempts as potentially influential causal
factors rather than a necessary stage in a multi-step process (discussed in Chapter 4), I
clarified their role in differentiating motivation to participate in anti-immigration
activism. Finally, analyses demonstrated that the factors differentiating sympathizers and
non-sympathizers (step 1) differed markedly from those differentiating the willing from
the unwilling (step 2).
Participation
Willingness to participate does not, however, guarantee participation. Recall from
figure 13 that only 33 percent of willing individuals became participants. While
participation partly hinges on an individual both belonging to the mobilization potential
and being motivated to participate, these conditions only produce participation once
barriers to it are removed and/or motivation is maintained or increased (Klandermans and
Oegema 1987; Klandermans and Oegema 1984).
Transforming willingness into participation hinged significantly on differences in
political ideology, being targeted for recruitment and mobilization, and on being
biographically unavailable. Also, greater involvement in political activity, in particular,
exerted a strong differentiating effect, nearly tripling the odds of actual participation in
anti-immigration activism, thereby supporting H9. However, border and immigration
policy attitudes25, perceptions of organizational efficacy, organizational ties, and
25

'Prevention' measure dropped from analysis because of estimability issues in STATA.
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demographic characteristics failed to differentiate individuals at step 3. Findings,
therefore, did not support H6 and H7. As table 6 indicates, each of these theoretical blocs
were entered step-wise beginning with model 1 (demographics only) and continuing to
model 6 in which all sets of variables were included.
Political conservatism, relative to middle of the road political beliefs, increased by
almost three times the odds of actual participation in the anti-immigration movement.
This result, coupled with the non-significant effect of specific immigration-related
attitudinal measures, represents a unique empirical finding because it provides mixed
evidence for the role attitudes and ideology play in differentiating participants and nonparticipants. Previous studies found movement congruent attitudes were unnecessary for
participation in low-risk/cost activism but were necessary yet insufficient in the case of
high risk/cost activism (McAdam 1986; McCarthy and Zald 1973). Further research,
making no distinction between low or high-risk/cost activism found little consistent
evidence that attitudes predicted participation in social movement organizations (Kitts
1999; Klandermans and Oegema 1997; McCarthy and Zald 1977; Oliver 1984).
However, a careful re-examination of social movement literature by Jasper and Young
(2007) demonstrated the evidence against the importance of attitudes to be tenuous.
Given such tensions, the significance associated with conservative political
ideology at this third step is all the more interesting. At the same time, however, the nonsignificant result associated with specific movement-congruent attitudes suggests that not
all beliefs equally help translate willingness into actual participation. In this third step,
bedrock political beliefs—likely more salient to respondents and more constitutive of
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their identity—ended up differentiating individuals, whereas substantive policyoriented attitudes did not. This result may stem from the lack of variation in policyoriented attitudes among those already willing to participate in the movement. For
example, almost ninety percent of these individuals displayed the strongest support
possible for greater internal policing efforts. This is unsurprising given such attitudes
were partially constitutive of the mobilization potential. On the other hand, these
individuals were somewhat heterogeneous in their political ideology. Six percent were
self identified liberals. Another 39 percent were 'in the middle' politically. Thus, nearly
half of the eligible participant pool after the second step was not strongly conservative.
Comparatively speaking, stronger conservative political ideology did not
differentiate willingness to participate (step 2) but did differentiate participants from nonparticipants (step 3). I explain this puzzling finding by comparing the costs associated
with being willing to participate to those associated with actual participation. First,
asserting willingness to participate in activism costs relatively less, compared to actually
participating. Second, this assumption implies that costs at step two would generally be
lower than costs at step three. Third, by thinking of costs as barriers inhibiting action
taking, it is clear that barriers should be higher at step three, relative to step two. This
means getting people to participate, as opposed to simply getting them motivated to
participate, requires removing relatively higher barriers and/or increasing motivation so
barriers no longer appear insurmountable.
In the case of anti-immigration activism, conservative political ideology
accomplishes both. Barriers to activism (costs) no longer seem as high when one is more
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ideologically aligned with the movement. Moreover, individuals with stronger
conservative beliefs possess a deeper well of motivation from which they can draw.
However, this deeper reservoir is only likely to get tapped in the presence of the
relatively higher barriers existing at step three. Because barriers at step three are higher
than barriers at step two, conservative political ideology plays an important
differentiating role at step three, both reducing those higher barriers and providing the
motivation needed to overcome them.
Recall that in step two traditional measures of biographical unavailability did not
differentiate the willing from the unwilling. However, at step three personal constraints
helped distinguish between participants and non-participants. While work status and
having children at home produced no effect, marital status did. I thus found partial
support for H8. For married individuals, relative to those unmarried, the odds of
participation were 80 percent lower, controlling for other factors.
Results also confirmed the important role an individual's linkages to a movement
play in determining whether he or she participates. However, findings at this third step
differed from those in the second in an important way. Whereas both types of recruitment
and mobilization attempts combined to significantly differentiate individuals at step two,
in the third step only being made aware of specific organizations affected the odds of
participation. I thus found support for H4. Previous studies have speculated about the
positive effect respondents' awareness of movement organizations can have on
motivation to participate (Beyerlein and Hipp 2006; Klandermans 1984; Walsh and
Warland 1983). While findings in this chapter empirically confirmed this hypothesis,
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they also demonstrated that awareness does more than differentiate the willing from
the unwilling. Participation is also a partial function of being aware of the opportunities
that exist. But does being more aware of these opportunities similarly increase the odds
of participation?
Multivariate analysis provides support for H5. Greater awareness of antiimmigration organizations was positively associated with increased odds of participation,
among willing individuals having heard of at least one specific anti-immigration group.
Being made aware of two specific organizations, as opposed to only one, increased by
almost two and half times the odds of participation. Being reached by recruitment
attempts by three specific organizations, relative to one organization, increased the odds
of participation by almost five times. Increased awareness helps transform motivation
into participation because it lowers barriers to collective action by reducing both the
uncertainty and the information costs associated with having to figure out where to go or
whom to contact to get involved in the anti-immigration movement. Below, table 7
displays these findings.
Discussion and Conclusion
This chapter was motivated by two sets of questions. First, can theoretical and
empirical insights gleaned from the study of progressive micromobilization be applied de
facto to cases of conservative micromobilization? Or do conservative movements
mobilize and recruit differently? Answers to these questions reveal the benefits of
intentionally studying conservative cases to address emerging debates in the field about
politically conservative versus progressive micromobilization. Second, and more
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generally, do the same or different factors differentiate individuals at each step in
the micromobilization process? Answering this question provides insight to an oftenoverlooked issue in micromobilization literature.
Drawing on original survey data collected from southern Arizona allowed me to
study three analytically distinct steps in the anti-immigration micromobilization process.
First, movement sympathy was initially generated and, then, potentially transformed into
willingness to participate. This willingness was then either translated or not into
participation. Most of the previous micromobilization studies limit their empirical
analysis to one or two steps, thereby placing a black box around the initial mobilization
of support. Also, scholars frequently have assumed that being targeted for recruitment
and mobilization is a causally necessary precondition of participation generally.
However, I found that many individuals were motivated to participate even in the absence
of social network ties. Through an examination of nine hypotheses, I identified a number
of theoretically plausible explanations for understanding variation in three distinct, yet
interrelated outcomes. I then compared findings associated with each step to discern
whether the same or different factors explained differentiation as individuals traversed
this multi-step process.
On the whole, findings in this chapter are compelling for scholars of contentious
politics and those interested in contemporary conflicts over immigration reform in the
United States. Much of our common-sense understandings of micromobilization have
evolved from a long lineage of case studies focused around progressive social
movements. Extending our purview helps refine these collective understandings by
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clarifying the scope of generalizability tethered to these findings. Yet, we should
not be so quick to assume that conservative micromobilization is an entirely sui generis
phenomenon. By deriving support for some hypotheses but not others, my analyses
suggest that progressive and conservative movements overlap substantially, though
imperfectly, in their micromobilization dynamics. Evidence here tentatively suggests that
while the key micromobilization steps for both conservative and progressive movements
are often the same, the factors differentiating individuals (especially at step three) may
differ to some degree. In line with findings derived from studies of progressive
micromobilization, I found that personal political ideology and specific policy-oriented
attitudes differentiated anti-immigration sympathizers and non-sympathizers (step 1).
This is also congruent with a small number of studies finding that, particularly in
grassroots movements, grievances play a central role in generating movement sympathy
and sparking initial mobilization (Staggenborg 1991; Walsh 1988). In particular, more
conservative political ideology (Hypothesis 1) and stronger support for preventing
unauthorized immigration and internally policing unauthorized immigration (Hypothesis
2) were positively associated with belonging to the anti-immigration mobilization
potential. These factors combined to explain approximately one-third of the variation in
movement sympathy.
However, at the second step, these ideological and attitudinal factors failed to
significantly differentiate between the willing and unwilling. Again, this is in line with
limited findings derived from progressive cases. At step two, willingness hinged
predominantly on whether or not individuals were asked to participate in or support anti-
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immigration activism (Hypothesis 3) and whether individuals were aware of
specific anti-immigration organizations (Hypothesis 4). Such structural linkages likely
matter more than other factors at this second step for two reasons. First, by influencing
who is aware of the movement, recruitment and mobilization attempts link potential
recruits with social movement organizations that individuals can join to pursue social
change (Klandermans 1984). When movements generate awareness of their key
organizations, they are essentially reducing barriers to participation by reducing
information costs associated with having to seek these groups out on one's own. Also,
individuals can only become motivated to participate in activities of which they are
aware. Whereas previous studies speculated about the effects awareness has on
motivation to participate (Beyerlein and Hipp 2006; Klandermans 1984; Walsh and
Warland 1983), my results empirically confirmed that awareness of specific movement
organizations was, in fact, positively associated with willingness to participate.
Second, recruitment and mobilization attempts encourage people to think about
the potential costs and benefits associated with participation (Klandermans and Oegema
1987). These linkages to the anti-immigration movement may have been effective in
generating willingness to participate partly because such ties provided individuals an
opportunity to consider the collective benefits of participation, which they could weigh
against associated costs. One of these collective benefits includes stopping unauthorized
immigration. About half of all respondents in this study believed anti-immigration
activism at the border effectively reduced unauthorized immigration to the United States.
Among those willing to participate in anti-immigration activism, however, the figure is
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much higher (76 percent). This pattern holds when comparing the willing to the
unwilling. Recruitment and mobilization attempts may have generated these higher rates
of motivation by stimulating calculations of costs and benefits associated with
participation and triggering greater awareness of available groups in which individuals
could participate.
Additionally, demographic factors exerted some influence in this differentiation
process. Being male was positively associated with willingness to participate. However,
whether respondents lived in Arizona their entire lives were negatively associated with
willingness to participate. While these latter findings were not hypothesized, the living in
Arizona measure may tap an underlying awareness of the high risks associated not only
with desert activism, but activism associated with controversial anti-immigration
organizations. Higher levels of perceived risk have been found to correlate negatively
with participation (Passy and Giugni 2001). The gender finding is not surprising given
anti-immigration organizations, especially minuteman organizations, are dominated by
men and military imagery.
On the other hand, evidence at step two failed to support H6 and H8. Increased
membership in other organizations and biographical unavailability were unrelated to
willingness to participate. Biographical constraints may matter less in generating
motivation when individuals in the mobilization potential have been reached by
recruitment attempts and, thus had a chance to reflect on the potential collective benefits
and social costs and benefits of participation. In such circumstances, individuals may be
motivated to devise ways to manage biographical constraints, thereby making
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participation more attractive. This is likely the case when individuals expect to
succeed (Klandermans and Oegema 1987) or when individuals believe organizations are
highly efficacious (Barkan et al 1993). Also, while ties to organizations make 'block
recruitment' possible (Oberschall 1973), evidence suggests anti-immigration
organizations failed to adopt this particular strategy.
Finally, the most counterintuitive findings came at step three. Differential
participation hinged most importantly on personal political ideology, degree of political
engagement, awareness of specific anti-immigration groups, and biographical
unavailability. Increased ties to organizations (Hypothesis 6) and believing in the efficacy
of anti-immigration groups (Hypothesis 7) failed to affect participation.
Surprisingly, stronger conservative beliefs did significantly differentiate
participants and non-participants. Whereas findings at step two suggest personal ideology
and movement congruent attitudes did not differentiate individuals, this was not the case
for step three. Relying heavily on studies of progressive movements, scholars may have
been too quick to dismiss the importance of ideology and attitudes in differentiating
participants from non-participants. In the case of anti-immigration activism, strong
conservative ideology was leveraged to reduce perceived barriers to and costs associated
with participation. These stronger beliefs provide individuals with deeper wells of
motivation on which they could draw. Yet, this well of belief was only tapped in the
context of relatively higher costs associated with participation (as opposed to becoming
motivated to participate). Conservative political ideology becomes crucial at step three
because it reduces those higher barriers and provides the extra motivation needed to
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overcome them. In a general sense, this finding suggests that because even the pool
of sympathizers willing to take action are not always as attitudinally homogenous as one
might assume (also see: Kriesi et al. 1993), scholars should rethink their dismissal of
mental traits as viable predictors of differential participation.
This finding suggests that, in this narrow respect, conservative micromobilization
may differ from progressive micromobilization.26 My argument is bolstered by recent
analyses of tea party members, as well. Like minutemen, tea party members are known
for their fervent anti-immigration leanings. In interviews with tea party members,
Skocpol and Williamson (2012) found tea party members were blindly ideological to the
point of being almost averse to logic and facts when assessing political candidates and
policies. At the same time, the movement was experiencing rapid growth and high rates
of grassroots participation. A blind adherence to conservative ideology serves these
movements well when the time comes to move from the balcony to the barricades. Yet,
further research is needed to determine whether unyielding adherence to political
ideology helps spur participation in other conservative cases or, perhaps, even in
progressive movements.
Political engagement was also positively associated with participation
(Hypothesis 9), as was awareness of specific anti-immigration groups (Hypothesis 4) and
the strength of that awareness (Hypothesis 5). While researchers have speculated about
the role awareness plays in differentiating participants and non-participants (Beyerlein

26

Although I realize this is difficult to say given that few studies of politically
progressive movements break down the micromobilization analysis into three steps
exactly.
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and Hipp 2006; Walsh and Warland 1983), this finding represents rare empirical
confirmation that individuals familiar with the opportunities for action-taking are more
likely to participate. The result also confirms that the degree of that awareness plays a
role in differentiating individuals at step three. Stronger or weaker linkages to a
movement can affect differential participation. Given the lack of micromobilization
studies examining such factors, more research is needed to determine whether this is a
feature unique to anti-immigration micromobilization. I suspect this is not the case.
Another unique finding at step three is the significant negative association
between marital status and participation. In light of previous empirical studies finding
biographical unavailability measures are unrelated to actual participation (Barkan et al
1995; Beyerlein and Hipp 2006; McAdam 1986; Nepstad and Smith 1999; Kitts 1999;
Passy and Giugni 2001; Wiltfang and McAdam 1991), the finding is even more
interesting. According to previous research, biographically constrained individuals should
be weeded out in step 2 as a result of their lower willingness to participate (Beyerlein and
Hipp 2006). Among the willing, being married significantly hampered participation in
anti-immigration activism, but not because it reduced motivation to participate. Instead,
the finding may be a result of border security and immigration reform being salient, hot
button issues among the southern Arizona population. The effect is thus likely to be
generalizable to progressive cases as well. When issue saliency is high and feelings
attached to it are particularly strong, biographical constraints may fail to reduce
motivation and 'select out' individuals at step two. Future studies should move beyond the
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typical personal characteristics explored in studies of micromobilization to consider
the role larger contexts play in shaping motivation.
Media and politicians have celebrated and decried the emerging conservative
backlash targeting unauthorized immigration to the United States. However, scholars of
contentious politics have paid little attention to anti-immigration activism in spite of its
increasing visibility in politics, the media, and at the grassroots level. Much of our
common-sense understandings of micromobilization have evolved from a long line of
case studies of progressive social movements. Purposefully sampling conservative cases
helps refine collective understandings of micromobilization by clarifying the scope of
generalizability tethered to these findings. My analyses suggest that progressive and
conservative micromobilization dynamics overlap substantially, though imperfectly.
Underscoring this point, conceptual models largely derived from progressive case studies
were used to understand my case of conservative micromobilization. At the same time,
however, findings from my conservative case tentatively challenged some long-standing
assumptions derived from study after study of progressive micromobilization. Such
findings offer an opportunity to pause and to reconsider what we think we know about
social movement micromobilization.
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Table 2. Survey Questions, Metrics and Response Distributions
Dependent Variables

Survey Question(s)

Mobilization potential (N=640)

Do you support, oppose, or feel neutral about these groups?

Willingness to participate (N=270)

Would you be willing to participate in groups patrolling the border to report
crossings of undocumented immigrants?

Participation (N=109)

Have you ever participated in these groups patrolling the border? If respondents
answered no, they were asked this follow up question: Have you supported groups
patrolling the border to report crossings of undocumented immigrants in other
ways, such as donating money or supplies to these groups or telling other people
about them?
1. Do you support, oppose, or feel neutral about U.S. Border Patrol agents enforcing
the law to keep undocumented immigrants from entering the U.S.?
2. Do you agree, disagree, or feel neutral about the following statement? To uphold
the law's integrity, we must work harder to stop undocumented immigration.

Key Independent Variables
Prevention scale

Internal policing scale

Rights scale

1. Do you support, oppose, or feel neutral about Maricopa Sheriff Joe Arpaio's
efforts to enforce immigration laws, such as his volunteer posse and a hotline to
report undocumented immigrants?
2. Do you support, oppose or feel neutral about having local police enforce
immigration laws?
Do you Support, Oppose or Feel Neutral about…1. The proposition that amended
the state constitution making English the official language of the state? 2. The new
law in Arizona that penalizes employers who knowingly hire undocumented
immigrants?

Codinga
1 = Support (42.81); 0 = Do not Support (57.19)
1 = Willing (40.37); 0 = Unwilling (59.63)
1 = 'Yes' to either question (33.03);
0=Failed to Participate (66.97)

1. 1=oppose (8.01);
2=neutral (13.50);
3=support (78.49)
2. 1= disagree (13.12);
2=neutral (9.57);
3=agree (77.31)

1. 1=oppose (36.23); 2=neutral (8.70); 3=support (55.07)
2. 1=oppose (32.17); 2=neutral (9.35); 3=support (58.48)

1. 1=oppose (22.07); 2=neutral (4.87); 3=support (73.06)
2. 1=oppose (19.87); 2=neutral (8.92); 3=support (71.21)
3. 1=agree (22.95); 2=neutral (7.44): 3=disagree (69.61)

Do you agree, disagree, or feel neutral with these statements…3. Requiring people
to show proof of citizenship to receive medical care creates a public health risk.
4. Regardless of their documentation status, all immigrants should be allowed to
come to America because all people deserve the chance to support themselves or
their families.

4. 1=agree (22.95); 2=neutral (7.44); 3=disagree (69.61)

Level of political involvement

In the last 12 months, how often, if at all, have you participated in political
activity other than voting?

Conservative political ideology

Do you consider your political views to be conservative, in the middle, or liberal?

1=liberal (19.47); 2=in the middle (50);
3=conservative (30.53)

Asked to participate

Have you ever been asked to participate in any citizen group in
Arizona patrolling the U.S.-Mexico border to report undocumented immigrants?

1=yes (5.61); 0=no (94.39)

Aware of groups

The following groups of U.S. citizens in Arizona patrol the U.S.-Mexico border to
report undocumented immigrants crossing through the desert or other unauthorized
areas. Which, if any, have you heard of? Minuteman Project or Jim Gilchrists's
Minuteman Project, Minuteman Civil Defense Corps, Patriots' Border Alliance

1=has heard of a group (50.77);
0=heard of no groups (49.23)

Stregth of awareness

The following groups of U.S. citizens in Arizona patrol the U.S.-Mexico border to
report undocumented immigrants crossing through the desert or other unauthorized
areas. Which, if any, have you heard of? Minuteman Project or Jim Gilchrists's
Minuteman Project, Minuteman Civil Defense Corps, Patriots' Border Alliance

1=heard of one group (44.40);
2=heard of two groups (41.10);
3=heard of all three groups (14.40)

Employed

Are you currently working any jobs for pay?

Married

Are you currently married, living with a romantic partner, involved in a romantic
relationship but not living together, or are you single?

Children living at home under 18

Do you have children, including step or adopted children, living at home with you?

1=yes (37.13); 0=no (62.87)

Organizational Efficacy

Do you think the patrolling of the border that citizen groups do discourages
undocumented immigrants from trying to cross the U.S.-Mexico border through the
desert or other unauthorized areas?

1=yes (47.96); 0=no (52.04)

Religious service attendance

In the last 12 months, how often, if at all, have you attended religious or worship
services, not including weddings or funerals?

Involvement in other organizations

In the last 12 months, how active, if at all, have you been in groups or organizations
other than a religious congregation?

Demographics and Controls
Male
Latino
Age
College

Are you male or female?
What is your race? Are you caucasian/white, African-American/black,
Hispanic/Latino(a), Asian American/Asian, Native American/American Indian,
Pacific islander, other?
How old are you?
What is the highest education level you have completed?

Live in Arizona entire life
Have you lived in Arizona your entire life?
Military experience
Have you ever been on active duty in the U.S. military or armed forces?
Numbers in parentheses indicate percentages of respondents choosing this answer

a

1=never (71.25); 2=sometimes (21.95); 3=often (6.80)

1=yes (50.62); 0=no (49.38)
1=married (63.82); 0=not married (36.18)

1=more than once a week (9.45);
2=once a week (24.57);
3=several times a month (10.55);
4=once or twice a month (11.02);
5=several times a year (10.55);
6=once or twice a year (10.87);
7=never (22.99)
1=very active (17.77)
2=somewhat active (30.50)
3=not active (51.73)
1=male (41.52); 0=female (58.48)
1=Latino/a (20.13); 0=non-Latino (79.87)
count
1=College degree or more (41.68);
0=Less than college degree (58.32);
1=yes (21.63); 0=no (78.37)
1=yes (18.87); 0=no (81.13)
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics (means and standard deviations)

Male
Age
College
Latino
Live in AZ entire life
Military experience
Conservative political ideology
Prevention scale
Internal policing scale
Rights scale
Asked to participate
Aware of groups
Married
Children living at home under 18
Employed
Level of political involvement
Organizational efficacy
Religious service attendance
Involvement in other organizations
Strength of awareness
Note: Number of cases 669

Mean

sd

0.42
53.27
0.42
0.2
0.21
0.19
2.11
5.18
4.25
9.69
0.06
0.5
0.62
0.36
0.51
1.36
0.48
4.14
2.34
1.7

0.49
17.06
0.5
0.4
0.42
0.4
0.69
1.36
1.75
2.71
0.23
0.5
0.48
0.49
0.5
0.6
0.5
2.13
0.76
0.71
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Table 4. Logistic Regression Estimates Predicting Inclusion in the Anti-immigration
Mobilization Potential (odds-ratios and standard errors)
Predictor Variables

Model 1

Model 2

Male

0.94
(.184)
1
(.005)
0.52***
(.091)
.21***
(.059)
0.85
(.205)
2.04**
(.514)

0.76
(.177)
1
(.007)
0.83
(.176)
0.84
(.296)
0.68
(.192)
1.57
(.465)
1.57**
(.208)
1.59***
(.121)
1.16
(.097
1.11
(.070)
1.45*
(.244)
0
(0)
0.3226

Age
College
Latino
Live in Arizona entire life
Military experience
Prevention scale
Internal policing scale
Restriction scale
Rights scale
Conservative political ideology
Constant
R2
Note: Number of cases in each model is 640
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 (two-tailed tests)

0.93
(.313)
0.0976
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Table 5. Logistic Regression Estimates Predicting Willingness to
Participate in Anti-Immigration Activism (odds-ratios and standard errors)
Predictor Variables
Male
Age
College
Latino
Live in Arizona entire life
Military experience
Conservative political ideology
Prevention scale
Internal policing scale

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

2.16*
(.689)
0.99
(.009)
0.675
(.189)
1.39
(.784)
0.48
(.216)
0.99
(.371)
1.36
(.296)
1.4
(.368)
1.23
(.157)

1.96*
(.644)
0.99
(.009)
0.6
(.176)
1.28
(.753)
0.4
(.188)
1.02
(.396)
1.35
(.303)
1.41
(.403)
1.21
(.403)
2.89*
(1.39)
2.02*
(.571)

2.27*
(.775)
0.98
(.0132)
0.65
(.196)
1.2
(.727)
.38*
(.179)
0.95
(.379)
1.47
(.341)
1.44
(.434)
1.23
(.164)
3.19*
(1.59)
1.92*
(.554)
0.54
(.182)
0.65
(.204)
0.79
(.294)

0.017
(.032)
0.1452

0.044
(.091)
0.1663

2.22*
(.768)
0.98
(.013)
0.67
(.206)
1.28
(.789)
.38*
(.179)
0.962
(.384)
1.54
(.379)
1.44
(.436)
1.24
(.169)
3.24*
(1.61)
1.94*
(.565)
0.54
(.182)
0.66
(.207)
0.81
(0.305)
1.05
(.075)
1.03
(0.203)
0.028
(.060)
0.1677

Asked to participate/support
Made aware of groups
Employed
Married
Child living at home under 18
Religious service attendance
Involvement in other organizations
Constant

0.022
(.039)
R2
0.092
Note: Number of cases in each model is 270.
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 (two-tailed tests)
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Table 6. Logistic Regression Estimates Predicting Participation in Anti-immigration Activism (odds-ratios and standard
errors)
Predictor Variables
Male
Age
College
Latino
Live in Arizona entire life
Military experience
Conservative political ideology
Internal policing scale

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Model 5

Model 6

0.69
(.362)
0.99
(.016)
1.41
(.193)
0.38
(.440)
1.43
(1.26)
1.46
(.815)
2.25*
(.921)
1.01
(.236)

0.54
(.314)
0.99
(.018)
1.18
(.622)
0.21
(.284)
1.13
(1.13)
1.49
(.905)
2.23
(.977)
0.84
(.215)
3.05
(1.83)
3.20*
(1.62)

0.59
(.358)
0.99
(.026)
1.48
(.828)
0.14
(.194)
1.57
(1.67)
1.51
(.939)
2.80*
(1.26)
0.87
(.237)
3.51
(2.30)
3.70*
(2.01)
0.7
(.432)
.28*
(.156)
1.08
(.737)

0.6
(.380)
0.99
(.027)
1.58
(.919)
0.06
(.097)
1.58
(1.81)
1.88
(1.23)
2.92*
(1.37)
0.8
(.228)
2.69
(1.87)
4.30*
(2.49)
0.77
(.50)
.23*
(.143)
1.22
(0.877)
2.76*
(1.12)

0.6
(0.382)
0.99
(.027)
1.56
(0.923)
0.06
(.096)
1.58
(1.82)
1.88
(1.23)
2.94*
(1.40)
0.8
(.229)
2.7
(1.89)
4.29*
(2.49)
0.77
(.498)
.23*
(.143)
1.21
(.883)
2.77*
(1.14)
0.98
(.621)

0.107
(.200)
0.1686

0.128
(.293)
0.2262

0.038
(.094)
0.2796

0.039
(.095)
0.2801

0.54
(.364)
0.99
(.028)
1.52
(0.951)
0.04
(.065)
1.57
(1.81)
2
(1.34)
2.80*
(1.40)
0.78
(.230)
2.97
(2.13)
4.35*
(2.60)
0.72
(.485)
.19*
(.128)
1.38
(1.066)
2.62*
(1.09)
0.86
(.578)
0.9
(.124)
0.67
(.281)
0.256
(.738)
0.2894

Asked to participate/support
Made aware of groups
Employed
Married
Child living at home under 18
Level of political involvement
Organizational efficacy
Religious service attendance
Involvement in other organizations
Constant

0.08
(.139)
R2
0.059
Note: Number of cases in each model is 109.
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 (two-tailed tests)
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Table 7. Logit Analysis of the Relationship between Strength of Awareness of Specific
Anti-immigration Groups and Participation in Anti-immigration Activism (odds-ratios
and standard errors)
Predictor Variables
Male
Age
Education
Latino
Live in Arizona entire life
Military experience
Conservative political ideology

Model 1

Model 2

.69
(.361)
.99
(.016)
1.40
(.674)
.37
(.426)
1.43
(.833)
1.46
(.813)
2.25
(.912)

.77
(.432)
.99
(.017)
1.73
(.921)
.23
(.291)
1.59
(1.46)
1.21
(.712)
1.64
(.729)

.083
(.114)
0.0589

2.49**
(.874)
.029
(.047)
0.1199

Strength of Awareness (1=low,
2=moderate, 3=high)
Constant

Pseudo R2
Note: Number of cases in each model is 109
*** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 (two-tailed tests)
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Figure 13:
Mobilization Potential (N = 640), Willing to Participate (N=270), and
Actual Participation (N=109)
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CHAPTER 6: EPILOGUE AND CONCLUSION:
A MOVEMENT IN TURMOIL: ANTI-IMMIGRATION ACTIVISM ON THE
DECLINE
Here Today, Gone Tomorrow?
The Minuteman Project's inaugural 2005 spectacle on the desert triggered an
explosion of subsequent anti-immigration activism in the years that followed. In a short
window of time, nativist organizations in the United States had grown from a handful of
unknown fringe organizations in the southwestern United States to a whopping 173 in
2007. By 2010, anti-immigration activism was a booming business, with roughly 319
organizations nation-wide. Leaders at MMP and MCDC were riding high. But seemingly
in an instant, everything came tumbling down. By 2011, only about 185 organizations
remained (Southern Poverty Law Center 2012). Yet, fissures in the anti-immigration
movement, especially in its vigilante arm, had emerged almost as soon as the movement
took off. Undoubtedly, these contributed to the recent demise and transformation of this
movement. Before concluding this dissertation, I discuss these early cracks and highlight
the role of the Tea Party in the sudden decline of nativist organizations.
Internal Divisions Emerge: MMP
Despite its early successes, by late 2006 MMP was already experiencing internal
strife. After MMP's initial April 2005 border watch campaign, Gilchrist blossomed into a
superstar of the anti-immigration movement. In a matter of a few years, he appeared on
radio and television no less than 2,700 times (Delson 2007). His devotion to MMP's dayto-day operations shrinking, Gilchrist brought in three advisors to help him manage the
burgeoning civilian border patrol organization: Barbara Coe, who had spearheaded
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California's failed Prop 187 that would have denied social services to unauthorized
migrants; Deborah Courtney, a gun-rights advocate; and Marvin Stewart, an African
American minister who initially joined Gilchrist at the border in 2005 to help MMP fight
charges of racism. According to Gilchrist, he was the only board member, and Coe,
Courtney and Stewart were brought on as advisors. However, what would prove later to
be quite important, the trio believed they were voting board members, despite the fact this
was never reflected in MMP official documentation.
By fall 2006 relations between Gilchrist and the board had turned sour amid
public accusations of secret bank accounts, stolen funds, poor accounting practices and
clandestine donation campaigns run by Gilchrist. In an interview with the LA Times, Coe,
Stewart and Courtney stated nearly $750,000 had mysteriously vanished from MMP
accounts. They filed theft reports with the FBI and requested an investigation. Rather
than idly stand by, Gilchrist fought the accusations and filed his own theft complaint with
the Sheriff's Department in Orange County, California. In it he claimed the trio stole
money and the MMP website from his corporation. A meeting was convened in late
January to discuss the matters. However, Gilchrist and his supporters were unable to
attend. Coe, Stewart and Courtney, unable to access the Minuteman office where the
meeting was to take place, met at a nearby Sushi restaurant where they voted
unanimously to remove Gilchrist from the organization. By early February Coe had
resigned, but Courtney and Stewart pressed on, filing papers in Delaware stating Stewart
was the new president of MMP, while Courtney was the new treasurer (Delson 2007).
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The story became truly bizarre, however, when the secretary of state's office
informed Courtney and Stewart that only Gilchrist could legally introduce such changes
to the corporation. Gilchrist shot back at the pair by firing them from the organization
and issuing a suit claiming his dissidents illegally ousted him from his own organization,
stole funds, and confiscated his website (Delson 2007). What at first seemed, at least in
public media reports, like a closed and shut case against Gilchrist was turned upside
down in light of these events. Ensuing legal proceedings revealed that Gilchrist, rather
than being voted out of the organization, had, in fact, been elected by the advisory board
to the position of sole director of MMP, as well as to all four officer positions within the
corporation. In order to take back control of his organization and distance himself from
what he argued was a fraudulent, imposter corporation run by Courtney and Stewart, in
2008 Gilchrist changed his organization's name to Jim Gilchrist's Minuteman Project, Inc.
(JGMMP). In February of 2010 a jury found in Gilchrist's favor, declaring Courtney and
Stewart guilty of stealing $4000 from MMP and engaging in conspiracy to interfere with
MMP's contractual and business relations. Court testimony revealed the pair had long ago
been legally fired during a February 2, 2007 meeting. Soon thereafter Courtney and
Stewart allegedly misrepresented themselves to the bank, fraudulently accessed MMP
funds, and continued to portray themselves to third parties as MMP board members. In
2010 Gilchrist created an alliance between JGMMP and multiple similar antiimmigration organizations, thereby greatly expanding its base (Gilchrist 2010).
That MMP was able to successfully use internal strife to strengthen and expand
the group for at least a few more years may seem unusual. However, movement scholars
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have become increasingly aware that conflict within organizations can yield both
negative and positive outcomes. While retarding the mobilization of some individuals, it
can motivate others to redouble their efforts and more vigorously pursue goals (Benford
1993; Balser 1997; Ghanziani 2008; Ghanziani and Baldassarri 2011). In MMP's case it
appears as though infighting had the latter consequence, especially for Gilchrist and at
least for a few more years.
Internal Divisions Emerge: MCDC
After an unprecedented initial level of success shared with MMP, by 2007 MCDC
too was experiencing internal power struggles. According to former members of MCDC,
in May of that year Simcox surveyed state leaders in order to collect information
regarding any problems they might be experiencing. Several leaders responded that they
were having trouble obtaining repayment for expenditures made on behalf of the
organization and were having problems accounting for donor money sent to MCDC's
national office. Eventually, disgruntled state leaders organized and wrote a joint letter to
Simcox and the MCDC board of directors outlining their concerns and requesting a
meeting to smooth things over. Simcox and leaders of various administrative groups
supporting MCDC responded by firing every state leader that signed the letter and
threatening to fire anyone else considering attending such a meeting. Subsequent
meetings among state leaders, held without Simcox, revealed that only a small fraction of
donations volunteers contributed were being used to fund construction of a border fence
and to support political candidates. In the wake of these allegations, several state MCDC
chapters folded and agreed to form a small splinter organization, Patriots Border Alliance
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(Holthouse 2008). Two years later Simcox quit the organization altogether to run
unsuccessfully for the Arizona Republican nomination for U.S. Senate, leaving Carmen
Mercer to helm the organization (McCombs 2010). However, March 23, 2010 Mercer
disbanded the organization over growing concern for volunteers’ “safety and accelerating
liability threats” (Cooper 2010). Worries stemmed, in part, from MCDC leaders'
perceptions that civilian border patrol activity was no longer safe. A statement on the
MCDC website read:
Given the unprecedented levels of international cartel penetration of our
southern borderline, and the escalating violence and mayhem being
perpetrated against American nationals by foreign invaders, all MCDC
Border Watch Operations are currently suspended until further notice. You
may email us at info@minutemanhq.com if you would like to learn more
about secure local watch activity that may be ongoing for very
experienced AND trained Minutemen and Patriots. Please be advised that
the border security conditions have deteriorated and border watch
activities are extremely high risk (MCDC website 2010).
Mercer's concern with accelerating liability threats referred to a growing
realization among leaders that the organization could be held liable if MCDC members or
organizational affiliates were to harm migrants rather than peacefully observe and report
their presence to the authorities. In 2009, for instance, minutemen across the country had
come under fire after Shawna Forde—leader of the Washington State-based Minutemen
American Defense—along with two accomplices, murdered a family in Arizona while in
search of supposed drug money to fund their anti-immigration operations.27 Soon
thereafter, Declaration Alliance, the umbrella funding organization for MCDC, released
an official statement, noting “unfortunately, citizen activism is experiencing some
27

Shawna Forde was later sentenced to death row for her role in the murders.
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increase of pressure by undesirable elements seeking to subvert the Minuteman
movement’s outstanding track record of safety in the field” (Shaftan 2010). In addition to
the Shawna Forde incident and others, such worries appear legitimate in light of Doty's
(2009) documentation of the extensive ties between violent white supremacist
organizations and civilian border patrol organizations, such as MCDC.
Ironically, however, Carmen Mercer herself repeatedly made statements willfully
provoking the very extremism she publicly sought to distance MCDC from. In a leaked
email written March 16, 2010 she instructed members to come to the border on March
26, 2010 “locked and loaded” and ready to “forcefully engage” migrants crossing the
border. In fact, she even initiated changes to the Standard Operation Procedures manual,
stating in the same email:
For 8 long years we Minutemen played nice; yet for the past 8-years we
firmly expressed our opinions and desires for the border to be secured- but
this muster will be completely different -President Obama and John
McCain have left us no choice -this March we return to the border locked,
loaded and ready to stop each and every individual we encounter along the
frontier that is now more dangerous than the frontier of Afghanistan.
This operation will not be for the faint of heart.
MCDC volunteers will work under an entirely different SOP; we will
approach our duty as citizens as we should – we have a zero tolerance for
any and all violations of our border and we will forcefully engage, detain,
and defend our lives and country from the criminals who trample over our
culture and laws.
Long arms will be allowed and frankly, encouraged. From the surveillance
videos we have gathered in the field over the past six months it is more
than evident the violators of our borders seem to have been given carte
blanc permission to willfully violate our public safety. This time we will
not be tempered by political correctness; every single individual we
encounter WILL BE apprehended by Border Patrol with our help – even
those who dare enter our country armed will be stopped and challenged.
Political correctness is a fad of the past. This is for the survival of this
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great Republic!
Basic SOP changes will be as follows.
You are strongly recommended to bring a long arm – you will be
permitted to carry long arms at all times on post as per Arizona State law.
Thousands of individuals violate our borders 24/7 with the consent of
President Barack Hussein Obama, Janet Napolitano and John McCain –
you are strongly encouraged to exercise your rights and duty as an
American citizen to carry a long arm and if challenged use it to defend the
United States of America – something Obama, Napolitano and McCain
refuse to do (Mercer 2010).
Soon after issuing the inflammatory "call to arms," Mercer realized she had stirred up the
hornet's nest. After receiving hundreds of zealous responses, many of which crossed into
violent extremism, Mercer conceded that,
"It was obvious that many had decided to return to the border who had
tired of the sometimes futile watch and observe methods. It showed me
that people are not willing to be silenced anymore; it also showed me that
people will be less likely to follow the rules of engagement in a desperate
attempt to stop the criminals who violate our borders every day. That is
not what we want and we cannot take the responsibility for this" (Scherr
2010).
In addition to safety and liability concerns, MCDC had been struggling financially for
years. After severing ties with Declaration Alliance, a conservative anti-immigration
advocacy organization with previous financial ties to MCDC, funding for the
organization declined markedly. Between 2007 and 2008, for example, MCDC's revenue
went from approximately $790,000 to $290,000 (Scherr 2010).
Despite officially dissolving as a corporate entity in 2010 under these
compounding pressures, MCDC may in fact live on, at least unofficially. In an email
from April 5 2010, Mercer claimed, "The death of the Minuteman Civil Defense Corps is
greatly exaggerated" (Scherr 2010). The email went on to assert that several Minuteman
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regional and station leaders plan to continue carrying out the organization's goals,
with a long term objective of setting up a national umbrella group. Once word escaped
that MCDC had dissolved, several minuteman affiliates declared their interest in taking
over MDCD's volunteer base. The Patriot Coalition, for instance, led by former MCDC
vice president Al Garza released a statement saying he welcomed all former MCDC
members into his organization. The Declaration Alliance appointed Chris Simcox as an
honorary chairman and policy strategist. Gilchrist stated, “[I wish] Chris [Simcox] and
his friends the best and encourage him to join our ranks; he is always welcome at the
Minuteman Project, Inc.” (Cooper 2010). As of 2011 the official MCDC website was still
fully operational, although no reports and photographs documenting patrol efforts post2007 have been uploaded.
Cooptation and Normalization: The Tea Party Enters the Fray
A number of fissures were present in some of the anti-immigration movement's
leading and most visible organizations almost from the moment of their inception. Yet,
inner turmoil within two, even nationally prominent organizations, cannot wholly account
for the most recent decline in nativist organizations documented by the Southern Poverty
Law Center. Why, then, has the movement weakened? A likely answer lies in the (a)
upsurge of the Tea Party movement in the late 2000s, itself a reaction to President Barack
Obama's dramatic 2008 presidential victory, and (b) the transformation of nativist
sentiments from fringe to mainstream. In other words, a preliminary answer lies in
cooptation and normalization.
Starring defeat in the face after the 2008 presidential election, conservatives
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mounted a massive turnaround by 2009, rallying around the newly emergent "Tea
Party" symbolism. Spreading like wildfire, by 2010 roughly 1000 local Tea Party groups
had materialized. Because the core tenet of this movement was about "Taking the
country back!" and usurping sovereignty from a tyrannical government (Skocpol and
Williamson 2012), a government that had failed in its duties to the masses, its message
(unsurprisingly) rang true for members of the anti-immigration movement. By 2010, a
number of leading anti-immigration leaders had forged clear connections between their
movement and the emergent Tea Party movement (Southern Poverty Law Center 2012).
As the Tea Party was quickly transformed from a national and local movement into a
seemingly viable, alternative political faction within the Republican Party, leaders and
members of strictly nativist organizations increasingly began to see their goals and
motives aligning with the Tea Party faction, thereby contributing simultaneously to the
upsurge in this political movement and the drop off in nativist-specific organizations.
Of course, this cooptation also signaled something more: nativism was going
mainstream. The sudden proliferation of Tea Party organizations was, in part, fueled by
increasing nativist sentiment churned up in the early to mid-2000s by the contemporary
anti-immigration movement and its highly visible vigilante factions. The fact that Tea
Parties and the Republican Party, generally, began making immigration reform and
nativism a central part of their platform by 2009, speaks to the great success the antiimmigration movement has had in making its beliefs more mainstream. Ironically, it was
this kind of success that ultimately stalled the movement by 2011. As discussed in
Chapter 3, for instance, the anti-immigration movement was highly successful in passing
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numerous restrictive state-level immigration laws beginning in 2007. As more and
more politicians and legislatures began taking the movement's anti-immigration claims
seriously, the movement increasingly found its agenda being normalized. By 2011,
nativist organizations were a dying breed, in part, because their agenda had been
transformed from fringe to mainstream. Their protests were no longer necessary.
Conclusion
This dissertation cast a wide net in order to explain the recent emergence and
proliferation of the contemporary anti-immigration movement in the United States. This
conclusion highlights key contributions this study has made to the understanding of
contemporary anti-immigration activism and social movements more generally.
As I noted at the outset of this dissertation, anti-immigration activism is an
understudied but not entirely overlooked phenomenon. A number of civil rights
organizations have investigated the 'dark side' of this movement, particularly its
organizational ties to white supremacy. Nationally representative polls have given us an
idea of the breadth of early support enjoyed by this movement, particularly its nativist,
neovigilante wing headed by minuteman organizations such as MMP and MCDC.
Finally, a handful of qualitative and theoretical projects provide insight into the
minuteman worldview. Additionally, these works take the opportunity to use the case of
nativist, neovigilante activism to refine important concepts, especially those relevant to
political science and international relations literatures.
And, yet, as I also pointed out in my introduction, we know incredibly little about
an important set of macro- and micro- questions related to contemporary anti-
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immigration activism. In this dissertation I have addressed big-picture mobilization
questions, such as: What large-scale, historical preconditions set the stage for the
emergence and proliferation of contemporary anti-immigration activism in the United
States? And how—and through what general processes—has pro-migrant
countermobilization influenced the anti-immigration movement and, perhaps,
unintentionally spurred its growth? Finally, my micro-level questions were focused
around, not meaning and concept refinement, but instead, the mechanics of
micromobilization: How and why do individuals support anti-immigration activism?
How and why do individuals become motivated to engage in anti-immigration activity?
and How and why do individuals ultimately participate in anti-immigration-related
activism? In sum, both big-picture and small-scale questions anchored this dissertation.
By answering these I not only shed light on this specific case, but make a number of more
general contributions to social movement literature.
Movement Emergence and Growth: Refining Political Process Theory
The contemporary anti-immigration movement emerged from a set of shifting
social, economic, and political conditions, mot notably: (1) the move toward greater
economic integration between the United States and Mexico, (2) the United States' shift
toward more militarized border enforcement operated under the increasingly punitive
logic of 'prevention through deterrence,' and (3) a simultaneous escalation of public anger
and fear in the United States over issues of unauthorized immigration, drugs and
terrorism that were stoked by entrepreneuring government actors and agencies.
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Beyond these specifics, I used the case of anti-immigration activism to
address some of the more popular criticisms hurled at the political process theory of
social movement mobilization. First, by examining not only the logic of 'prevention
through deterrence' and other restrictionist immigration policies but also how the strategic
adoption of such policies served the needs and goals of entrepreneuring government
official and technocrats, I demonstrated the ways in which ongoing strategic actions
continually made and remade the seemingly invariant social structures facilitating
movement emergence and growth. In other words, the political opportunities facing the
movement are not given, nor are they static.
Moreover, by recognizing the role public attitudes and fear over immigration
played in laying the proximate foundation for contemporary anti-immigration activism, I
moved beyond a state-centric model of movement emergence, highlighting instead, how
non-state actors and institutions often play a key role in social movement mobilization.
Finally, I suggested structured ignorance theory could be merged with political
process models of movement emergence to help scholars understand how specific
shifting contexts connect to the micro-level understandings of individuals in these
contexts. Such contexts reinforce everyday experiences in such a way that they provide
'evidence' supporting particular worldviews, thereby legitimating support for and
participation in anti-immigration activism.
Mechanisms of Movement-Countermovement Interaction
Social movements, especially highly visible and controversial movements like the
contemporary anti-immigration movement, frequently generate countermobilization.
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Scholars, however, often commit the mistake of conflating countermobilization
with politically conservative mobilization. The small but growing body of literature on
immigration-based activism too frequently falls into this trap, inadvertently perpetuating
essentialist understandings of conservative mobilization. As such, researchers mistakenly
characterize the contemporary anti-immigration movement as an entirely reactive
phenomenon spurred by the massive pro-migrant rallies of 2006. However, as I have
shown, anti-immigration mobilization, especially within the more visible nativist
neovigilante wing, was underway long before 2005 and well before the pro-immigration
rallies sweeping across the nation in 2006. In the end, it is not so much the political or
cultural orientation of a movement that designates it as 'counter' to another, but the way
in which its own claims, actions, and tactics are framed, directly and indirectly, in
relation to its opposition.
The case of anti- and pro-migrant movement-countermovement interaction also
illustrates another general lesson: protracted oppositional interaction between movements
is often less about direct confrontation and more about responding to how opponents alter
the environment in which the conflict is orchestrated, thereby forcing opponents to adapt
to new opportunities and constraints. In this sense, social movements continually and,
often unintentionally, have an impact on their surroundings and, thus, their opponents. An
overlooked consequence of activism is that it often unintentionally spurs oppositional
mobilization. Mobilization can trigger countermobilization, which in turn can facilitate
the very kind of activism it rallies against.
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Yet, there has been little effort to systematically investigate the processes
sustaining this ongoing pattern of unintentional proliferation. In other words, social
movement literature has very little to say about the unintentional processes that
reinvigorate or renew opposition and facilitate ongoing interactions between opposing
movements. My study of protracted movement-countermovement dynamics, therefore,
fills an important gap by proffering four general mechanisms by which opposing sides
unintentionally fan the flames of their opponents, thereby locking themselves in a loosely
coupled tango. This dynamic engagement is achieved by (often overlapping) processes,
such as: 1) achievement of moderate movement success, 2) threat crystallization, 3)
cycles of innovation and adaptation, and 4) venue shopping.
Conceptualizing and Modeling Micromobilization
What is micromobilization? Despite the large amount of work in this area,
conceptual ambiguities and theoretical gaps persist. Merging insights from multi-stage
theory with classical perspectives, I suggested micromobilization refer to individuals': (a)
passage through analytically distinct steps of incorporation into collective action, (b) each
of which results in individuals being differentiated through cognitive, emotive, and/or
structural processes. This definition helps bring clarity to an issue that has, at times,
remained rather nebulous. My definition is advantageous because it blends insights from
recent theoretical advances in the modeling of micromobilization with what has been a
more traditional focus on cognitive mechanisms of differentiation. At the same time, my
definition also allows for recent insights emerging from the 'emotional turn' literature in
social movement studies.
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Definitions are important because they provide the boundaries within which
concepts are developed and, by extension, the sign posts scholars use to guide their
research. Without minimal agreement on these boundaries, collective research suffers. As
a result, I argued researchers should, (1) focus on identifying analytically distinct steps
leading to participation and, in so doing, (2) examine the potentially similar and
dissimilar processes through which individuals are differentiated at each of these steps.
Like two sides of the same coin, these issues are inseparable. We need to focus on the
general stages through which individuals must pass as they are incorporated into social
movements, as well as the specific constellation of factors affecting differentiation at
each of these important stages.
For instance, in the case of contemporary anti-immigration activism, a three step
model of micromobilization is generally supported. Unlike prior studies, recruitment and
mobilization attempts acted not as causally necessary preconditions bridging movement
support and willingness to participate, but instead acted as one among several factors that
helped differentiate individuals at steps two and three in the micromobilization process.
Moreover, outcomes at each of these steps were associated with a unique cluster of
factors. Movement support hinged on conservative ideology and strong support for
particular policies. Willingness to participate hinged importantly on respondents' social
ties to the movement. Finally, while participation turned to some degree on factors found
at steps one and two (conservative ideology and social ties, respectively), measures of
biographical unavailability and prior political participation also helped distinguish
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individuals. These findings in Chapter 5 demonstrated the utility of the multi-step,
different-factors-at-different-steps model laid out in Chapter 4.
Also, in Chapter 4 I grouped studies based on an underlying assumption in each
about the how social movement micromobilization begins. Although these perspectives
are not discussed as such in the literature, my categorization helps point out core
similarities and differences among diverse studies. Some studies trumpet emotion as a
significant catalyst (the affect model), while others argue some form of initial contact
(initial contact model) spurs micromobilization. Still others assume initial sympathy for a
movement represents the first step in this process (sympathy-initiated model). While all
three possess strengths and weaknesses, I made the case that the body of available
empirical evidence suggests the sympathy-initiated model to be not only a more
promising general model of movement micromobilization, but also, for case-related
reasons, quite appropriate for the study of micromobilization in the contemporary U.S.
anti-immigration movement as well.
But this, of course, brought up an interesting issue, which social movement
scholars have only recently begun to address: do politically progressive and conservative
movements mobilize in similar or different ways? A small body of research on
conservative micromobilization specifically (e.g., Munson 2008 and Blee 2002, 2011)
has found support for the initial contact model (although see my criticisms in Chapter 4).
As much as this raises interesting possibilities, it seems too early to conclude that
conservative movements mobilize differently.
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The sympathy-initiated model of micromobilization is largely derived from
studies of politically progressive movements. So to engage this growing issue in the field,
I set up a loose test. Could the sympathy-initiated model be applied de facto to
understand micromobilization in the contemporary anti-immigration movement? Widely
accepted understandings of micromobilization have evolved from a long line of case
studies of politically progressive social movements. Purposefully sampling conservative
cases can help us refine what we know by clarifying the scope of generalizability
attached to these findings. Analyses in this dissertation suggest progressive and
conservative micromobilization dynamics may overlap substantially, though imperfectly.
My loose test supports this conclusion. Of course, findings from my conservative case
lead me to question some long-standing assumptions derived from study after study of
progressive micromobilization, particularly the notions that beliefs and attitudes matter
little in distinguishing participants from non-participants and the assumption that social
ties are a causally necessary precursor to participation. All in all, my intention with this
dissertation was to generate new dialogue so that we might give pause to and reconsider
what we think we know about social movement emergence, movement-countermovement
dynamics, and micromobilization processes.
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APPENDIX A: STUDY DESIGN
Study Design
This appendix describes the research strategy I used to examine the central
questions in this dissertation: (1) What historical preconditions set the stage for
contemporary anti-immigration activism in the United States?, (2) How (and through
what mechanisms) did movement-countermovement dynamics unfold and, subsequently,
shape the trajectory of the contemporary anti-immigration movement?, and (3) How and
why did individuals mobilize in this movement? In this section, I focus on two key
aspects of the research design: the qualitative, historical case studies of movement
emergence and movement-countermovement dynamics and the quantitative survey data
set of southern Arizona residents.
Qualitative Case Study Methodology
Historical data serve as the bedrock of qualitative case study work, providing a
powerful methodological tool to investigate sociological phenomenon in detail. As such,
case studies provide a measure of intimate understanding other methodologies rarely
achieve. This is because the qualitative tradition treats cases as rich historical
configurations rather than sets of ahistorical variables and also because historical case
study research is a fundamentally interpretive endeavor, one that "attempts to account for
specific historical outcomes...chosen for study because of their significance for current
institutional arrangements…" (Ragin 1987: 3). Thus, the kind of qualitative tradition
anchoring this chapter is one where evidence is pieced together carefully in such a way
that is "both sensitive to chronology" and serves as a kind of springboard for the
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development of "limited historical generalizations that are both objectively possible
and cognizant of enabling conditions and limiting means—of context" (Ragin 1987: 3).
In the case of chapter 2, a case study approach in which macro processes can be
traced out and connected to individual-level decision-making is well suited to an analysis
of how fundamental social, political and economic structural shifts gave rise to
contemporary anti-immigration activism in the United States. This methodological
approach allows me to reconstruct significant structural changes in the social and political
opportunity structure at different points in U.S. history and to then connect these to
individual-level perceptions to understand how this movement emerged and grew.
I documented changes in the dynamics of the North American political economy
ushered in by the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) and further cemented
by the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the passage of the
Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) using a variety of historical texts. To
capture significant changes in how the American public and politicians oriented
themselves towards and away from restrictionist legislation and nativist sentiments, I
have relied upon secondary historical sources, and, where appropriate, public opinion
polling data obtained from Gallup, which offers longitudinal data on public sentiments
towards immigrants. These data allow me to track changes in public attitudes over the
historical periods investigated in subsequent sections.
Chapter 3 takes a similar historical approach, drawing on selected books, archived
major newspapers from across the United States, and anti-immigration group websites to
trace out the mechanisms through which pro- and anti-immigration forces became locked
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into an oppositional dynamic that simultaneously quelled and fueled the other side.
By taking this approach, I was able to use my unique case to engage in a more theorybuilding endeavor: unearthing a set of more generalizable mechanisms by which
movement opponents may unintentionally fan the flames of their opposition and
inadvertently prolong movement-countermovement interactions.
As a more interpretive endeavor, one disadvantage of my historical approach,
however, is that I must necessarily rely upon other researchers', journalists' and even proand anti-immigration leaders' translation of the historical record. I have, therefore, been
careful to consult a variety of secondary texts to crosscheck and validate my own
reconstructions and interpretations of both the changing opportunity structures antiimmigration sympathizers faced beginning in the mid-1900s as well as the movementcountermovement dynamic emerging in the early 2000s between pro- and antiimmigration forces.
Quantitative Methodology:
Moving onto the puzzle of how and why some individuals mobilized in the antiimmigration movement while others did not, I then argued that understanding this
micromobilization process required deciphering the complex assortment of factors
influencing differentiation at multiple steps in the micromobilization process. I asked four
key questions crucial to solving this particular puzzle, each of which presupposed and
built upon the preceding questions. First, why did some people support this movement,
while others opposed it? Second, why were some people willing to participate in this
movement while others were not? Third, why did some actually end up participating
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whereas others failed to do so? Lastly, were the important explanatory factors the
same or different for each stage in the micro mobilization process?
Case Selection
In order to answer these questions I focused my data collection efforts on
Southern Arizona. This region of the country was a good research site for several reasons.
First, and most importantly, over the last decade Southern Arizona has developed into a
hotbed of border and immigration-related social movement activity due to its emergent
status as a corridor of increasing unauthorized immigration. As a result of Southern
Arizona’s rapid transformation into a gateway for unauthorized border crossings (and its
more general status as a border-state) both anti- and pro-immigration organizations have
emerged to stake their claims. Southern Arizona has emerged as a battleground between
humanitarian aid organizations such as Humane Borders and No More Deaths and antiimmigration organizations like The Minuteman Civil Defense Corps and The Minuteman
Project. Because I want to explain micromobilization in the contemporary antiimmigration movement, such polarization and diversity of organizations and movement
activity ensured there would be sufficient variation among the population studied.
Second, while anti-immigration activism is far from limited to Southern Arizona,
Southwestern states like Arizona that share a border with Mexico, are on the immigration
‘front lines,’ so to speak, and, therefore, have served as the birthplace for much of the
anti-immigration movement activity that has subsequently spread across the United
States. For instance, the inaugural border surveillance campaign that really put antiimmigration, border vigilantism on the map was launched in southern Arizona by MMP.
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Moreover, one of the most well-funded, organized, and nationally prominent antiimmigration groups to emerge after that 2005 muster, MCDC, grew out of Cochise
County in Tombstone, AZ. Southern Arizona’s proximity to the Mexico border and its
unique position as an important birthplace for the anti-immigration movement
spearheaded by Minuteman organizations combined to make it an ideal setting for the
investigation of anti-immigration micro-mobilization.
Data came from a public opinion telephone survey I helped conduct during the
spring, summer and fall of 2008. The Southern Arizona Immigration Attitudes Study
(SAIAS) sampled English and Spanish speaking residents of southern Arizona, age 18
and older. Southern Arizona was defined as six counties: Pima, Pinal, Cochise, Yuma,
Maricopa, and Santa Cruz.
Survey Sampling
Survey Sampling International (SSI), a global research firm specializing in
telephone survey sampling, generated the sampling frame for the public opinion survey.
SSI used random digit methodology to generate a list of household phone numbers
stratified by the six listed counties. Numbers were stratified by county in order to ensure
that different areas within southern Arizona were well represented and to help capture
potentially important county-level differences, such as proximity to the border and
political and economic characteristics. In order to randomize responses within households
and ensure representativeness of gender and age, interviewers asked to speak with the
person in the household with the most recent birthday. The sample was purged of
business numbers and screened for disconnected, modem, and fax numbers to increase
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calling efficiency. Wireless phone numbers were not explicitly included in the
sampling frame, but the random digit dialing method could have generated cell phone
numbers.28 Up to five call-back attempts were made for every number contacted.
The final interview sample consisted of English speaking adults in these counties
whose household had completed an original telephone interview. Responses were
obtained from 669 individuals, leading to a response rate of 32 percent.
Survey Data
The public opinion survey consisted of approximately 80 questions, covering a
range of variables theoretically relevant to micro-mobilization outcomes. Interviews
lasted anywhere from twenty minutes to over one hour.
Dependent Variables
In chapter five I modeled anti-immigration micromobilization as a three-step
process beginning with the arousal of movement sympathy. Sympathy is transformed into

One of the growing challenges public opinion surveying faces is the rising number of
‘cell-phone only’ households. Recent estimates from the most comprehensive measure
available—the National Health Interview Survey—indicated that almost 18 percent of
households in the U.S. are exclusively wireless. However, results from six nation-wide
telephone public opinion surveys conducted during the 2008 presidential election
indicated that while differences between estimates based on landline-only samples versus
samples that included cell-phone numbers did exist and were statistically significant, the
bias was incredibly small in absolute terms—less than the margin of sampling error in
most polls (Pew Research Center for the People & the Press 2008). Possible benefits
aside, cell phone surveying is very expensive, prohibitively so in my case. Estimates
from studies conducted the Pew Research Center (2008) put the cost of cell-phone
sampling at nearly two-and-a-half to four-and-a-half times more than landline only
sampling. Costs increased as a result of much higher rates of ineligible individuals being
contacted—nearly half of people reached on cell phones did not meet eligibility criteria,
mostly because they are under 18 years of age (Pew 2008), the same age cut-off used in
my study. Further costs stemmed from reimbursements and additional screening
procedures.
28
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willingness to participate, which is then translated into participation. Tables 2 and 3
(in chapter five) provided descriptive information for each variable. Here, however, I
provide a more detailed explanation of my variables.
Mobilization Potential: Using the following question, I determined which
individuals were in the anti-immigration mobilization potential: "The next few questions
are about groups of U.S. citizens who patrol the U.S.-Mexico border to report
undocumented immigrants crossing through the desert or other unauthorized areas. Do
you support, oppose, or feel neutral about these groups?" Supporters were considered part
of the mobilization potential (1=Support).29
Willingness to Participate: I assessed individuals' motivation to participate in
anti-immigration activism by asking: "Would you be willing to participate in groups
patrolling the border to report crossings of undocumented immigrants?" Respondents
could answer yes or no (1=yes).
Participation: I used two questions to construct the participation measure. The
first question asked: "Have you ever participated in these groups patrolling the border
(1=yes)? If respondents answered no, I asked this follow up question: "Have you
supported groups patrolling the border to report crossings of undocumented immigrants
in other ways, such as by donating money or supplies to these groups or telling other
people about them (1=yes)? Because of the low number of individuals answering yes to
29

I make no assumption that individuals feeling neutral about these groups are the same
as those opposing these groups. However, guided by previous theorizing and research on
mobilization potentials (Klandermans and Oegema 1987; Klandermans 1997; McVeigh
1995; Oegema and Klandermans 1994), these two groups fall outside the antiimmigration mobilization potential because they fail to sympathize with the movement.
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the first question (n=3), responses to these two questions were combined. Thus, in
this chapter, 'participation' refers to involvement of any kind in anti-immigration
activism.
Independent Variables
Key independent variables30 are measures of immigration-related attitudes
(inductively grouped into five categories: prevention, internal policing, right to belong,
restricting access, and dissatisfaction), personal political ideology, political engagement,
recruitment and mobilization attempts, biographical unavailability, ties to organizations,
perceptions of anti-immigration organizational efficacy, and strength of awareness of
anti-immigration organizations. Demographic and control variables are also included.
Movement-Specific Attitudes: I captured a variety of attitudes related to
immigration issues using five measures, four of which are standardized and summed
scales composed of interrelated questions.
(1) Prevention: The first of these scales taps respondents' attitudes towards
preventing unauthorized immigration in the first place and is a summation of two
questions, one tapping feelings about the U.S. Border Patrol and the other about the need
to work harder to stop unauthorized immigration (Cronbach's alpha = .75). Higher scores
indicate stronger support for prevention.

30

I generated Variance Inflation Factors (VIFs) to check for collinearity among the
independent variables. No VIF exceeded 2.5, indicating collinearity was not a problem
(Belsley, Kuh, Welsch 1980; Menard 1995). Average VIF among independent variables
was 1.46.
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(2) Internal Policing: The second scale taps respondents' attitudes about
internal policing measures used to identify and remove unauthorized immigrants after
these immigrants have already entered the United States. The scale is a summation of two
questions, one about attitudes toward controversial enforcement tactics and the other
about the role of local police in enforcing immigration laws (Cronbach's alpha = .77).
Higher scores indicate stronger support for internal policing.
(3) Right to Belong: The third scale taps respondents' attitudes about unauthorized
migrants' right to belong in U.S. society. According to many anti-immigration
sympathizers, genuine members of U.S. society possess certain characteristics, such as
residing in the United States legally and the ability to speak English. This scale taps
respondents' underlying propensity to view unauthorized migrants as genuine members of
U.S. society. It does so by assessing respondents' attitudes toward making English the
official state language, penalizing employers for hiring unauthorized migrants, and
requiring people to show proof of citizenship to receive medical care. Additionally, it
includes a question about whether documentation status should affect who has the right to
pursue a better life in the U.S. (Cronbach's alpha = .77). Higher scores indicate stronger
support for making it more difficult for unauthorized migrants to integrate into U.S.
society.
(4) Restricting Access: The final scale, and last attitudinal measure, captures
respondents' attitudes about restricting access to public goods by way of two questions
assessing support for state laws, one prohibiting unauthorized migrants from taking statefunded adult education classes and the other prohibiting unauthorized students from
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receiving in-state tuition at public universities and community colleges (Cronbach's
alpha = .86). Higher scores indicate stronger support for restricting unauthorized
migrants' access to public goods.
Political Ideology: I also measured the degree to which respondents held a
conservative political ideology. Higher scores indicated stronger conservative ideology.
Political Engagement: Respondents were asked about their general level of
political engagement. Higher scores indicated greater levels of political participation.
Recruitment and Mobilization Attempts: Respondents could have been targeted
for recruitment in two distinct ways, and I measured this using two separate binary
variables. First, individuals may have been asked to participate in or support antiimmigration activism. Being asked to participate in anti-immigration activism or support
it constitutes a link to anti-immigration activism. Second, individuals were indirectly
targeted by being made aware of specific anti-immigration organizations. Being targeted
in this manner constitutes a link to the anti-immigration movement. I also measured the
strength of this second link to the anti-immigration movement using an interval-ratio
variable capturing the number of specific nativist, neovigilante groups of which an
individual was aware. Scores ranged from 1 to 3 groups, with 3 representing the strongest
level of awareness.
Biographical Unavailability: Biographical unavailability was measured with three
separate binary items, including (1) a variable assessing employment status
(1=employed), (2) an item measuring marital status (1=married), and (3) a variable
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measuring whether or not the respondent had any children living at home (1=child
living at home).
Organizational Ties: Involvement in local organizations was deduced using two
questions, one focused on religious service attendance and the other on involvement in
other (non-religious) organizations. Religious service attendance ranged from more than
once a week to never, with higher scores indicating successively less participation.
Responses to level of involvement in other organizations included very active, somewhat
active, and not active, with higher scores indicating less involvement.
Perceptions of Organizational Efficacy: Whether respondents believed antiimmigration groups were effective at reducing unauthorized immigration to the United
States was deduced using a binary variable (1=yes).
Sociodemographic Characteristics: I included several standard
sociodemographic variables. Gender is a dichotomous variable (1=male). Age is a
continuous variable. Education is a binary variable capturing whether or not the
responent had a college degree (1=had college degree). Because border and immigration
debate and anti-immigration activism are entangled with issues of race and ethnicity, my
measure of ethnicity is dichotomous and focuses on whether or not an individual
identifies as Latino/a or non-Latino/a (1=Latino/a). Finally, I include two dichotomous
controls: whether a respondent has lived in Arizona his or her entire life (1=yes) and
whether a respondent has served in the United States' armed forces (1=yes).
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Quantitative Data Limitations
Given the cross-sectional nature of this research, issues of time ordering must be
kept in mind. Respondents are simultaneously reporting on support, willingness to
participate and actual participation. If individuals that already participated in or were
currently participating in anti-immigration activity were more likely to report willingness
to participate and/or support for anti-immigration activism, then the actual number of
sympathizers who become motivated to participate, as well as the number of motivated
individuals that participate will be fewer. Second, it is premature to generalize these
results beyond southern Arizona and to the anti-immigration movement as a whole.
Nevertheless, by analyzing original data, this study represents the first of its kind to
systematically examine micromobilization in contemporary anti-immigration activism.
The analysis thus strengthens substantive understandings of this particular movement and
conservative cases like it more generally. Also, by focusing comparatively across distinct
steps in the micromobilization process, this chapter provides an analytic template for
future research on micromobilization. Finally, applying models and testing hypotheses
derived primarily from politically progressive cases to my conservative case provides an
original, albeit tentative, test of their scope of generalizability.
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY INSTRUMENT

Southern Arizona Immigration Attitudes
Study (SAIAS): Full Survey
Q1
Interviewer identification number (two-digit number)

___
Q2
Respondent identification number (six-digit number)

___________
Q3
Interview start date (six-digit number [mmddyy])

___________
Q4
Interview start time
Time (four-digit number)

_______
AM or PM

___
Q5
Before we begin, I'd like you to know that when I say immigrants or immigration these
terms refer to people from Mexico, Central America, or South America. Now, we'll start the
survey.
In the past 12 months, how satisfied, if at all, have you been with how the U.S. Government
has dealt with the U.S.-Mexico border and immigration issues? [READ ANSWER
CATEGORIES]?

Very satisfied

θ

Somewhat satisfied
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θ
Not satisfied

θ

Don't know [DO NOT READ]

θ

Refused to answer [DO NOT READ]

θ

Go to Q6
Q6
In the past 12 months, how often, if at all, have you read or listened to news stories about
the U.S.-Mexico border and immigration issues? [READ CATEGORIES]

Often

θ

Sometimes

θ

Never

θ

Don't know [DO NOT READ]

θ

Refused to answer [DO NOT READ]

θ

Go to Q7
Q7
Do you support, oppose, or feel neutral about U.S. Border Patrol agents enforcing the law
to keep undocumented immigrants from entering the U.S.?
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Support

θ

Oppose

θ

Feel Neutral About

θ

Don't know

θ

Refused to answer

θ

Go to Q8
Q8
Do you agree, disagree, or feel neutral about the following statements?

Agree
Disagree
Feel Neutral About
Don't know
Refused to answer

To uphold the law's integrity, we must work harder to stop undocumented immigration.

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

Regardless of their documentation status, all immigrants should be allowed to come to America because all
people deserve the chance to support themselves or their families.
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θ
θ
θ
θ
θ
Regardless of their documentation status, all immigrants should be treated with dignity and respect.

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

Regardless of their documentation status, all immigrants deserve to have access to education, health care,
and social services like Americans.

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

Requiring people to show proof of citizenship to receive medical care creates a public health risk.

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

Go to Q9a
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Q9
Thinking about the following immigration issues specific to Arizona, do you support,
oppose, or feel neutral about:

Support
Oppose
Feel Neutral About
Don't know
Refused to answer

The state law prohibiting undocumented immigrants from taking state-funded adult education classes.

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

The state law prohibiting undocumented students from receiving in-state tuition at public universities or
community colleges.

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

The proposition that amended the state constitution making English the official language of the state.

θ
θ
θ
θ
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θ
The state law requiring proof of citizenship to vote in Arizona.

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

The new law in Arizona that penalizes employers who knowingly hire undocumented immigrants.

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

Maricopa Sheriff Joe Arpaio's efforts to enforce immigration laws, such as his volunteer posse and a hotline
to report undocumented immigrants.

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

The U.S. government's plan to construct a wall along several sections of the Arizona-Mexico border.

θ
θ
θ
θ
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θ
Having local police enforce immigration laws.

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

Arresting and jailing in U.S. prisons undocumented immigrants caught trying to cross the border.

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

Go to Q10
Q10
In the past 12 months, have you heard about undocumented immigrants dying in the
Arizona desert as they tried to cross the U.S.-Mexico border? Yes or no?

Yes

θ

No

θ

Don't know

θ

Refused to answer

θ

275

Go to Q11
Q11
In the last 12 months, how many undocumented immigrants in total do you think have died
in the Arizona desert? [RECORD NUMBER OR ANSWER VERBATIM]

___________________
Go to Q12
Q12
How concerned, or not concerned, are you about the deaths of undocumented immigrants
in the Arizona desert? [READ ANSWER CATEGORIES]?

Very concerned

θ

Somewhat concerned

θ

Not concerned

θ

Don't know [DO NOT READ]

θ

Refused to answer [DO NOT READ]

θ

Go to Q13
Q13
Who or what do you think is responsible for the deaths of undocumented immigrants in
the Arizona desert?

________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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___________________________________________________________________
________________________________________
Go to Q14

Humanitarian Groups and Minutemen
Q14
The next few questions are about groups of U.S. citizens who provide humanitarian aid -such as food or water -- to undocumented immigrants trying to cross the U.S.-Mexico
border through the desert or other unauthorized areas.
Do you support, oppose, or have no feeling about these groups?

Support

θ

Go to Q15

Oppose

θ

Go to Q20

Have no Feeling About

θ

Go to Q20

Don't Know

θ

Go to Q20

Refused to Answer

θ

Go to Q20

Q15
Would you be willing to participate in groups providing humanitarian aid to crossing
immigrants? Yes or no?

Yes

θ
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Go to Q16

No

θ

Go to Q17

Don't Know

θ

Go to Q17

Refused to Answer

θ

Go to Q17

Q16
Have you ever participated in these groups? Yes or no?

Yes

θ

No

θ

Don't Know

θ

Refused to Answer

θ

Go to Q17
Q17
Have you supported groups providing humanitarian aid to crossing immigrants in other
ways, such as donating money or supplies to these groups or telling other people about
them? Yes or no?

Yes

θ
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No

θ

Don't know

θ

Refused to answer

θ

Go to Q18
Q18
Have you ever displayed a sign or sticker that says "Humanitarian Aid is Never a Crime"?
Yes or no?

Yes

θ

No

θ

Don't know

θ

Refused to answer

θ

Go to Q19a
Q19
Earlier you said you supported citizen groups providing humanitarian aid to crossing
immigrants. I'll now ask you about a few specific activities.

Yes
No
Don't know
Refused to answer
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Do you support citizen efforts to put out water tanks in the desert for crossing immigrants? Yes or no?

θ

θ
θ
θ
Do you support citizen efforts to walk or drive through the desert to search for crossing immigrants to give
food, water, or medical care to?

θ
θ
θ
θ

Do you support citizen efforts to take crossing immigrants found in the desert who are in need of immediate
medical care to a U.S. hospital when the border patrol or other authorities cannot be reached?

θ
θ
θ
θ

Go to Q20
Q20
What is your understanding of the law regarding citizens providing humanitarian aid to
undocumented immigrants trying to cross the U.S.-Mexico border? Do you think [READ
ANSWER CATEGORIES]

It is against the law

θ

It is NOT against the law

θ

Don't know [DO NOT READ]
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θ
Refused to answer [DO NOT READ]

θ

Go to Q21
Q21
In your opinion, do you think it should be against the law for citizens to provide
humanitarian aid to undocumented immigrants trying to cross the U.S.-Mexico border?
Yes or no?

Yes

θ

No

θ

Don't know [DO NOT READ]

θ

Refused to answer [DO NOT READ]

θ

Go to Q22
Q22
Do you think the humanitarian aid that citizen groups provide encourages undocumented
immigrants to try to cross the U.S.-Mexico border through the desert or other
unauthorized areas? Yes or no?

Yes

θ

No

θ

Don't Know [DO NOT READ]

θ
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Refuse to Answer [DO NOT READ]

θ

Go to Q23
Q23
How many, if any, "Humanitarian Aid is Never a Crime" signs or stickers have you seen in
your community? [READ CATEGORIES]

A lot

θ

Some

θ

None

θ

Don't Know [DON'T READ]

θ

Refused to Answer [DON'T READ]

θ

Go to Q24
Q24
Okay, the next few questions are about groups of U.S. citizens who patrol the U.S.-Mexico
border to report undocumented immigrants crossing through the desert or other
unauthorized areas.
Do you support, oppose, or feel neutral about these groups?

Support

θ

Go to Q25

Oppose

θ
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Go to Q28

Feel Neutral About

θ

Go to Q28

Don't Know

θ

Go to Q28

Refused to answer

θ

Go to Q28

Q25
Would you be willing to participate in groups patrolling the border to report crossings of
undocumented immigrants? Yes or no?

Yes

θ

Go to Q26

No

θ

Go to Q27

Don't Know

θ

Go to Q27

Refused to Answer

θ

Go to Q27

Q26
Have you ever participated in these groups? Yes or no?

Yes

θ
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No

θ

Don't Know

θ

Refuse to Answer

θ

Go to Q27
Q27
Have you supported groups patrolling the border to report crossings of undocumented
immigrants in other ways, such as donating money or supplies to these groups or telling
other people about them? Yes or no?

Yes

θ

No

θ

Don't know

θ

Refused to answer

θ

Go to Q28
Q28
Do you think the patrolling of the border that citizen groups do discourages
undocumented immigrants from trying to cross the U.S.-Mexico border through the desert
or other unauthorized areas? Yes or no?

Yes

θ

No

θ
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Don't Know (DO NOT READ)

θ

Refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

θ

Go to Q29

Awareness and Impact of Humanitarian Groups and
Minutemen
Q29
The following groups of U.S. citizens in Arizona provide humanitarian aid to
undocumented immigrants trying to cross the U.S.-Mexico border through the desert or
other unauthorized areas. Which, if any, have you heard of?
[READ GROUP NAMES AND CHECK ALL RESPONDENTS SAY THEY HAVE HEARD OF]

Humane Borders

θ

Go to Q30a

Samaritans

θ

Go to Q30a

No More Deaths

θ

Go to Q30a

No groups mentioned [DO NOT READ]

θ

Go to Q33

Don't Know [DO NOT READ]

θ

Go to Q33
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Refuse to Answer [DO NOT READ]

θ

Go to Q33

Q30
FOR EACH GROUP IDENTIFIED IN Q29, ASK:
[IF RESPONDENT ASKS WHAT IS "FAITH-BASED," SAY "RELIGIOUS-BASED OR
CHURCH-BASED"

Yes
No
Don't Know
Refused to Answer

Do you think Humane Borders is faith-based? Yes or no?

θ
θ
θ
θ

Do you think Samaritans is faith-based? Yes or no?

θ
θ
θ
θ

Do you think No More Deaths is faith-based? Yes or no?

θ
θ
θ
θ
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Go to Q31a
Q31
Now, we're going to ask you a few questions about whether or not the
[IF ONLY ONE GROUP MENTIONED ABOVE, SAY:] humanitarian aid group you've heard of
has affected some of your social and political behaviors about immigration. Has this group
made you more likely, less likely, or had no effect on whether you [READ FIRST
STATEMENT BELOW].
CONTINUE AS NECESSARY [***IF YOU BELIEVE THE RESPONDENT UNDERSTANDS,
YOU DON'T NEED TO READ THE LEAD IN, JUST THE STATEMENT.***]
[IF MORE THAN ONE GROUP MENTIONED ABOVE, SAY:] humanitarian aid groups you've
heard of have affected some of your social and political behaviors about immigration.
Have these groups made you more likely, less likely, or had no effect on whether you
[READ FIRST STATEMENT BELOW].
CONTINUE AS NECESSARY [***IF YOU BELIEVE THE RESPONDENT UNDERSTANDS,
YOU DON'T NEED TO READ THE LEAD IN, JUST THE STATEMENT.***]

More likely
Less likely
No effect
Don't know
Refused to answer

pay attention to immigration issues?

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

discuss immigration issues with others, such as family, friends, or co-workers?

θ
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θ
θ
θ
θ
vote for candidates or policies because of their position on immigration issues?

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

take other political action about immigration issues?

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

Go to Q32a
Q32
Now, we're going to ask you a few questions about whether or not the
[IF ONLY ONE GROUP MENTIONED ABOVE, SAY:] humanitarian aid group you've heard of
has affected some of your opinions about different ways of dealing with immigration. Has
this group made you more likely to support, more likely to oppose, or had no effect on
your opinions about [READ FIRST STATEMENT BELOW].
CONTINUE AS NECESSARY [***IF YOU BELIEVE THE RESPONDENT UNDERSTANDS,
YOU DON'T NEED TO READ THE LEAD IN, JUST THE STATEMENT.***]
[IF MORE THAN ONE GROUP MENTIONED ABOVE, SAY:] humanitarian aid groups you've
heard of have affected some of your opinions about different ways of dealing with

288

immigration. Have these groups made you more likely to support, more likely to
oppose, or had no effect on your opinions about [READ FIRST STATEMENT
BELOW].
CONTINUE AS NECESSARY [***IF YOU BELIEVE THE RESPONDENT UNDERSTANDS,
YOU DON'T NEED TO READ THE LEAD IN, JUST THE STATEMENT.***]

More likely to support
More likely to oppose
No effect
Don't Know
Refuse to Answer

Efforts of the U.S. government to increase border security

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

Efforts of U.S. citizens to increase border security

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

Efforts of U.S. citizens to provide humanitarian aid to undocumented immigrants trying to cross the border?

θ
θ
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θ
θ
θ
Efforts to create a more humane border policy?

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

Demonstrations, marches, and protests for immigrants' rights?

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

Go to Q33
Q33
Have you ever been asked to participate or support in other ways any citizen group in
Arizona providing humanitarian aid to undocumented immigrants crossing the U.S.Mexico border? Yes or no?

Yes

θ

No

θ

Don't know

θ
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Refuse to answer

θ

Go to Q34
Q34
The following groups of U.S. citizens in Arizona patrol the U.S.-Mexico border to report
undocumented immigrants crossing through the desert or other unauthorized areas.
Which, if any, have you heard of?
[READ GROUP NAMES AND CHECK ALL RESPONDENTS SAY THEY HAVE HEARD OF]

Minuteman Project or Jim Gilchrist's Minuteman Project

θ

Go to Q35a

Minuteman Civil Defense Corps

θ

Go to Q35a

Patriots' Border Alliance

θ

Go to Q35a

No groups mentioned [DO NOT READ]

θ

Go to Q37

Don't Know [DO NOT READ]

θ

Go to Q37

Refuse to Answer (DO NOT READ)

θ

Go to Q37

Q35
Now, we're going to ask you a few questions about whether or not the
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[IF ONLY ONE GROUP MENTIONED ABOVE, SAY:] citizen patrol group you've heard
of has affected some of your social and political behaviors about immigration. Has
this group made you more likely, less likely, or had no effect on whether you [READ FIRST
STATEMENT BELOW].
CONTINUE AS NECESSARY [***IF YOU BELIEVE THE RESPONDENT UNDERSTANDS,
YOU DON'T NEED TO READ THE LEAD IN, JUST THE STATEMENT.***]
[IF MORE THAN ONE GROUP MENTIONED ABOVE, SAY:] citizen patrol groups you've
heard of have affected some of your social and political behaviors about immigration.
Have these groups made you more likely, less likely, or had no effect on whether you
[READ FIRST STATEMENT BELOW].
CONTINUE AS NECESSARY [***IF YOU BELIEVE THE RESPONDENT UNDERSTANDS,
YOU DON'T NEED TO READ THE LEAD IN, JUST THE STATEMENT.***]

More likely
Less likely
No Effect
Don't Know
Refused to Answer

pay attention to immigration issues?

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

discuss immigration issues with others, such as family, friends, or co-workers?

θ
θ
θ
θ
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θ
vote for candidates or policies because of their position on immigration issues?

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

take other political action about immigration issues?

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

Go to Q36a
Q36
Now, we're going to ask you a few questions about whether or not the
[IF ONLY ONE GROUP MENTIONED ABOVE, SAY:] citizen patrol group you've heard of
has affected some of your opinions about different ways of dealing with immigration. Has
this group made you more likely to support, more likely to oppose, or had no effect on
your opinions about [READ FIRST STATEMENT BELOW].
CONTINUE AS NECESSARY [***IF YOU BELIEVE THE RESPONDENT UNDERSTANDS,
YOU DON'T NEED TO READ THE LEAD IN, JUST THE STATEMENT.***]
[IF MORE THAN ONE GROUP MENTIONED ABOVE, SAY:] citizen patrol groups you've
heard of have affected some of your opinions about different ways of dealing with
immigration. Have these groups made you more likely to support, more likely to oppose,
or had no effect on your opinions about [READ FIRST STATEMENT BELOW].
CONTINUE AS NECESSARY [***IF YOU BELIEVE THE RESPONDENT UNDERSTANDS,
YOU DON'T NEED TO READ THE LEAD IN, JUST THE STATEMENT.***]
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More likely to support
More likely to oppose
No effect
Don't Know
Refuse to Answer

Efforts of the U.S. government to increase border security?

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

Efforts of U.S. citizens to increase border security?

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

Efforts of U.S. citizens to provide humanitarian aid to undocumented immigrants trying to cross the border?

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

Efforts to create a more humane border policy?

θ
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θ
θ
θ
θ
Demonstrations, marches, and protests for immigrants' rights?

θ
θ
θ
θ
θ

Go to Q37
Q37
Have you ever been asked to participate or support in other ways any citizen group in
Arizona patrolling the U.S.-Mexico border to report undocumented immigrants? Yes or
no?

Yes

θ

No

θ

Don't know

θ

Refuse to answer

θ

Go to Q38
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Politics, Religion, and Immigrant Exposure
Q38
Switching topics, thinking about the last several presidential elections, have you voted in
all of them, some of them, or none of them?

All of them

θ

Some of them

θ

None of them

θ

Not eligible to vote [RESPONDENT MUST VOLUNTEER]

θ

Don't know

θ

Refused to Answer

θ

Go to Q39
Q39
What about the last several local or state elections, have you voted in all of them, some of
them, or none of them?

All of them

θ

Some of them

θ

None of them

θ
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Not eligible to vote [RESPONDENT MUST VOLUNTEER]

θ

Don't know

θ

Refuse to Answer

θ

Go to Q40
Q40
In the last 12 months, how often, if at all, have you participated in political activity other
than voting? [READ ANSWER CATEGORIES]
[IF RESPONDENT NEEDS EXAMPLES, SAY:] such as attending political meetings,
contacting elected or public officials, or engaging in protests or demonstrations

Often

θ

Sometimes

θ

Never

θ

Don't Know (DO NOT READ)

θ

Refuse to Answer (DO NOT READ

θ

Go to Q41
Q41
Do you consider your political views to be [READ ANSWER CATEGORIES]
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θ

Liberal

Conservative

θ

In the middle

θ

Don't know (DO NOT READ)

θ

Refused to Answer (DO NOT READ)

θ

Go to Q42
Q42
Do you consider yourself to be a Republican, Democrat, Independent, or something else?

Republican

θ

Go to Q44

Democrat

θ

Go to Q44

Independent

θ

Go to Q44

Something else

θ

Go to Q43

Don't know

θ
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Go to Q44

Refused to answer

θ

Go to Q44

Q43
[IF NO ANSWER PROVIDED IN Q41 FOR "SOMETHING ELSE," ASK]: And what would that
"something else" be?

________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________
Go to Q44
Q44
How important, if at all, is religion in your daily life? [READ ANSWER CATEGORIES]?

Very Important

θ

Somewhat Important

θ

Not important

θ

Don’t know (DO NOT READ)

θ

Refuse to answer (DO NOT READ)

θ

Go to Q45
Q45
Do you think that religious communities should concentrate more on social justice, more
on personal salvation, or on both equally?

More on social justice
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θ
More on personal salvation

θ

Both equally

θ

Don't know

θ

Refused

θ

Go to Q46
Q46
In the last 12 months, how often, if at all, have you attended religious or worship services,
not including weddings or funerals? [READ ANSWER CATEGORIES]

More than once a week

θ

Once a week

θ

Several times a month

θ

Once or twice a month

θ

Several times a year

θ

Once or twice a year
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θ
Never

θ

Don’t know (DO NOT READ)

θ

Refused (DO NOT READ)

θ

Go to Q47
Q47
Do you consider your religious views to be [READ ANSWER CATEGORIES]

Liberal

θ

Conservative

θ

In the middle

θ

Don't know (DO NOT READ)

θ

Refused to Answer (DO NOT READ)

θ

Go to Q48
Q48
Do you consider yourself to be a "born-again" Christian? Yes or no?

Yes

θ
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No

θ

Don't know

θ

Refused to answer

θ

Go to Q49
Q49
In the last 12 months, how active, if at all, have you been in groups or organizations other
than a religious congregation? [READ ANSWER CATEGORIES]
[IF RESPONDENT NEEDS EXAMPLES, SAY:] such as a labor union, an advocacy,
education, social service, hobby, or another kind of group.

Very Active

θ

Somewhat Active

θ

Not Active

θ

Don't know (DO NOT READ)

θ

Refused to answer (DO NOT READ)

θ

Go to Q50
Q50
How often, if at all, do you personally come in contact with Spanish speaking people?
[READ CATEGORIES]
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Often

θ

Go to Q51

Sometimes

θ

Go to Q51

Never

θ

Go to Q52

Don't Know (DO NOT READ)

θ

Go to Q52

Refused to Answer (DO NOT READ)

θ

Go to Q52

Q51
Would you say your contact with Spanish speaking people has generally been positive,
negative, or neutral?

Positive

θ

Negative

θ

Neutral

θ

Don't know

θ

Refused to answer
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θ
Go to Q52

Demographics
Q52
Just a few questions about your general background and then we're done.
Compared to other people your age, how would you describe your physical health? [READ
ANSWER CATEGORIES]

Good

θ

Average

θ

Poor

θ

Don't know (DO NOT READ)

θ

Refused to answer (DO NOT READ)

θ

Go to Q53
Q53
Are you currently married, living with a romantic partner, involved in a romantic
relationship but not living together, or are you single?

Married

θ

Living with a romantic partner

θ
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θ

Involved in a romantic relationship but not living together

Single

θ

Don’t know

θ

Refuse to answer

θ

Go to Q54
Q54
Do you have children -- including step or adopted children -- living at home with you? Yes
or no?

Yes

θ

Go to Q55

No

θ

Go to Q56

Don't know

θ

Go to Q56

Refused to answer

θ

Go to Q56

Q55
How many children under 18 years old are living at home with you?

___
Go to Q56
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Q56
Are you currently working any jobs for pay? Yes or no?

Yes

θ

Go to Q57

No

θ

Go to Q59

Don't know

θ

Go to Q59

Refused to answer

θ

Go to Q59

Q57
In an average week, about how many hours do you work for pay?

_____
Go to Q58
Q58
Do you currently work for the local, state, or federal government? Yes or no?

Yes

θ

No

θ

Don't know

θ

Refused to answer
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θ
Go to Q59
Q59
What is the highest educational level you have completed? [DON'T READ CATEGORIES]

Less than high school

θ

Master’s degree but not religious degree (MA, MS)

θ

Some high school but no diploma

θ

Master of Divinity or other religious post college degree

θ

High school diploma

θ

Doctorate degree (Ph.D, EDD)

θ

Some college but no degree

θ

Professional degree beyond bachelor’s degree (MD, DDS, JD/LLB; ETC.)

θ

Associate’s degree (AA, AS)

θ

Don’t know

θ

Bachelor’s degree (BA, BS)

θ

Refused
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θ
Go to Q60
Q60
What is your approximate total household income before taxes?

_______________
Go to Q61
Q61
How old are you?

_____
Go to Q62
Q62
What race or ethnicity do you consider yourself to be?
[ONLY READ CATEGORIES IF RESPONDENT NEEDS PROMPTING/EXAMPLES]

White or Caucasian

θ

Go to Q64

Pacific Isander, or

θ

Go to Q64

Black or African American

θ

Go to Q64

Some other race

θ

Go to Q63

Hispanic or Latino(a)

θ

Go to Q64

Don't know (DO NOT READ)

θ
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Go to Q64

Asian or Asian American

θ

Go to Q64

Refused to answer (DO NOT READ)

θ

Go to Q64

American Indian or Native American

θ

Go to Q64

Q63
[IF NO ANSWER PROVIDED IN Q58 FOR "SOME OTHER RACE," ASK]: And what would
that "some other race" be?

_____________________________________________
Go to Q64
Q64
Have you lived in Arizona your entire life? Yes or no?

Yes

θ

Go to Q68

No

θ

Go to Q65

Don't know

θ

Go to Q65

Refused to answer

θ
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Go to Q65

Q65
How many years have you lived in Arizona?

_____
Go to Q66
Q66
How many years have you lived in the United States?

_____
Go to Q67a
Q67
In what state, or country if you grew up overseas, did you spend the most time when you
were growing up?
State name...

_________________________________________________
Country name if grew up overseas

_________________________________________________
Go to Q68
Q68
Do you live in Arizona the entire year, or do you live somewhere else for part of the year?

Live in Arizona entire year

θ

Live somewhere else for part of the year

θ

Don't know

θ

Refused to answer

θ

Go to Q69
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Q69
How many years have you lived at your current address in Arizona?

_____
Go to Q70
Q70
Have you ever been on active duty in the U.S. military or armed forces? Yes or no?

Yes

θ

No

θ

Don't know

θ

Refused to answer

θ

Go to Q71
Q71
Have you ever traveled outside of the United States? Yes or no?

Yes

θ

Go to Q72

No.

θ

Go to Q73

Don't know

θ

Go to Q73
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Refused to answer

θ

Go to Q73

Q72
Have you ever traveled to Mexico, Central America, or South America? Yes or no?

Yes.

θ

No

θ

Don't know

θ

Refused to answer

θ

Go to Q73
Q73
Do you speak Spanish? Yes or no?

Yes

θ

Go to Q74

No

θ

Go to Q75

Don't know

θ

Go to Q75

Refused to answer

θ

Go to Q75

Q74
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How well do you speak Spanish? Do you speak Spanish...[READ ANSWER
CATEGORIES]

Very Well

θ

Somewhat well

θ

Not well

θ

Don't know [DO NOT READ]

θ

Refused to answer [DO NOT READ]

θ

Go to Q75
Q75
[ONLY ASK RESPONDENT IF YOU CANNOT IDENTIFY RESPONDENT'S SEX YOURSELF;
OTHERWISE CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX AND GO TO NEXT Q:] Because we are speaking
by phone, I need to ask you explicitly whether you are male or female. Are you male or
female?

Male

θ

Female

θ

Don't Know

θ

Refused to Answer

θ
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Go to Q76
Q76
Excluding cell phones, how many phone lines are there at your residence?

_____
Go to Q77
Q77
What is your zip code? (record five-digit or nine-digit number)

_________________
Go to Q78
Q78
Are you a United States citizen? Yes or no?

Yes

θ

No

θ

Don't Know

θ

Refuse to Answer

θ

GO TO CLOSING SCRIPT. FILL IN Q79 & Q80 AFTER READING CLOSING SCRIPT.
Q79
Interview end date (six-digit number [mmddyy])

___________
Q80
Interview end time
Time (four-digit number)

314

_______
AM or PM

___
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APPENDIX C: HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL
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